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STAGE-TERMS IN HELIODORUS’S AETHIOPICA. 


By J. W. H. WALDEN. 


HE superiority of the Aethiopica' of Heliodorus to the pro- 

ductions of Achilles Tatius, Eustathius, and the other Greek 
novelists, is due in great measure to the dramatic feeling of the 
author. In respect to this dramatic feeling, Heliodorus stands 
quite by himself among the writers of the class to which he 
belongs. No other of the novelists has succeeded in developing 
the plot of his narrative with so much skill and ingenuity,’ or in 
imparting to the action so much movement and interest. Besides 
giving a character to the whole composition, however, his liking for 
the drama has led him to make a large number of references — 
some more, some less direct — to the earlier dramatists,® and to use, 


1 The references to Heliodorus in this paper are, except when otherwise stated, 
to page and line of Bekker’s ed., Teubner, 1855. 

2 The plot is as a whole carefully put together, but there seem to be one 
or two loose threads. Thus, from 6, 17, it would appear that the pirates, who 
lie scattered about on the shore dead, were Egyptians, or men so nearly like 
Egyptians in general appearance that they could be mistaken for them: 74 wa%s 
dvévevoe, xal uédavas l8oica rh» xpody xal rh» Bw avxpunpots, el pév ddwda ray 
xeplvay dord, dnoly.... It is necessary to the description on pp. 27 and 28, how- 
ever, to understand that they were men who would pass for Ionians, 27, 25: yévos 
pév éoper “Iwves, and 28, 5: dddwy 82 wodiray els ehHOos TWH ey KaTa Thy avThp 
dd\xdda cuvecBdyrwy. édavas in the first passage does not mean d/ack (cf. 69, 27, 
of an Ethiopian: riy xpocdy d¢ dxpiBws uédas), but still the term would hardly fit 
Ephesian woNtra. On page 38, Thyamis, the robber-chief, is taken prisoner. 
When he next turns up (p. 161), it is as the newly-elected captain of the Byocae’s. 
Three days at the most have intervened between his capture and his election, and 
no intimation is given of what happened to him between the two events. There 
has been time for him, however, to fall upon the royal troops with his new band 
and carry off Theagenes (cf. 161, 23). On page 36, Thyamis supposes he has 
killed Charicleia. When the two next meet (p. 186), there is no surprise on the 
part of Thyamis. We have to understand, doubtless, that Theagenes has explained 
matters to him. For another oversight (p. 137, 30: evxpael rp wveduar:), see 
Koraes’s note to Bk. V, chap. 17. 

8 Principally Euripides. Koraes in his commentary notes many, though not all, 


of.these references. 
I 


2 J. W. A. Walden. 


generally metaphorically, a large number of stage-terms.! Many of 
these terms present no peculiarities, but others show sonie interest- 
ing uses that deserve more than a passing glance. The present is a 
collection of all the stage-terms used by Heliodorus. The discus- 
sions do not in all cases profess to contain positive results, but 
they may help toward an understanding of some of the passages. 
Such words as present no peculiar uses, I have registered for the 
sake of completeness. 

In dealing with a writer like Heliodorus, who wrote with a certain 
amount of dramatic instinct, and employed his stage-terms freely 
and in a metaphorical way, we may feel that there is a strong pre- 
sumption that he is taking his figures from what he and his readers 
had before them in the theatre of their own day. It would be hard 
to believe that his uses of the terms contain antiquarian references to 
the theatre of several centuries before his time. On the other hand, 
we must not look, in a work of this sort and at the hands of such 
an author, for too much carefulness and clearness. It may even be 
doubted whether Heliodorus always uses his terms with technical 
accuracy. Yet there seems to be no good reason for supposing that 
he does not so use them; the most probable supposition is that he 
reflects the usage of the people of his day. 

It would be a point of importance to know exactly when Helio- 
dorus lived and wrote. Except within wide limits, however, his 
date is quite uncertain. We are probably safe in saying that the 
Acthiopica was written not earlier than 250 a.D., and not later than 
400 A.D.? 


1. Spapa. 


The word Spaua bespeaks our attention first, not only as being 
the stage-term most often used by the Alexandrian and Byzantine 
novelists, but because it was apparently the generic term applied to 


1 It is of course nothing unexpected to find a writer of this period referring 
often to the early writers. Both in this respect, however, and in respect to the 
use of dramatic terms, Heliodorus takes precedence of the other novelists. 

2 See Christ, Geschichte der Gr. Lit. p. 604, and Rohde, Der Gr. Roman, 
p. 466. 


8.17 
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the whole class of compositions to which the Acthiopica belongs.* 
As found in the novels themselves, the word, according to the 
common statement, oftenest means an action or event such as 
would form the subject of a stage-drama of the tragic sort, a 
“‘pathetisches Ereigniss.”* The history and meaning of what is 
apparently the generic use of the word —of its use in application 
to the compositions themselves— have been the subject of some 
difference of opinion. Nicolai® connects this use with the one just 
mentioned. ‘Dieser Ausdruck geht wohl auf die ungliicklichen 
Schicksale, mit denen die Hauptpersonen dieser Romane stets zu 
ringen haben und welche ihnen eine Aehnlichkeit mit den Helden 
der Tragédie verleihen, von welcher Dichtungsart das Wort Spaya 
vorzugsweise gebraucht wurde.” Rohde,‘ on the other hand, sees 
in it a reference to the technical division of &:yjyara given us 
by the rhetoricians: “... unter dvamatischen Erzahlungen solche 
verstanden werden, welche zwar erfundene, aber der Moglichkeit 
thatsichlicher Ereignisse nachgebildete Stoffe behandeln; drama- 
tische nannte man sie darum, weil sie, als erfunden und doch der 
Moglichkeit nicht widersprechend, den Gegenstanden der (neuen) 
Komodie ahnlich waren.”’ In view of this difference of opinion, it 
may be worth while to review the evidence in the case once again, 
somewhat more in detail than has yet been done. And first it 
will be well to see exactly how the word is used by the authors 
themselves. 


(1) Heltodorus. 


a) Twice the word refers specifically to a dramatic piece, a play. 

244, 10, xai fv wowep ey Spduatt rpoavadwvyots Kai mpoerodioy 7d 
ytvopevoy. 

311, 4, vov Hy xopwrida trav dya0ay xai dowep Napmrddvoy Spdyaros. 


Whatever the explanation of these passages, the reference in 


1 The word, however, was, as will be seen later on, of wide application, and 
perhaps in its transferred uses it never wholly lost its metaphorical character. 

2 Rohde, Gr. Rom., p. 450°. See also p. 350° and p. 545. 

8 Ueber Entst. u. Wesen des Gr. Rom., p. 82°. 

4 Gr. Rom., p. 350f., 351%. See also Susemihl, Gesch. d. Gr. Lit. in d. Alex, 


IT. p. 5744. 
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Bodparc and Spdmaros is to theatrical plays,’ and therefore the word 
need not detain us here. 


b) 129, 1-7, rowvroy wale xa Hpev wéAdcpov, worep oxy ra 
Sperepa nai Spaua weronnévos: ti ody ovy troréuvopev abrod rv 
Tpayixyy Tavryy woinow, Kai rots BovAopévors dvaipely eyyxepiLoue, my 
wy xal twrépoyxov 76 rédos rov Spduaros piroripovpevos, xal abréyxerpas 
guas davrav éxBudonra yevéoba ; 


Spaua is here helped out by oxyvjv and rpayixyy woinow. The 
reference in all three expressions is to the long series of adventures 
encountered by Charikleia and Theagenes on land and sea. They 
form the material, in a way, of a play such as might be represented 
in the theatre, in which the two, Charikleia and Theagenes, are the 
central figures. It is not necessary to understand that shipwrecks, 
rapes by pirates, and similar scenes, were represented in the theatre. 
The point of resemblance seems to lie in the fact that there were 
adventures, that there was action, in connection with certain charac- 
ters, and (in this particular case) that there was a tragic element in 
this action. 


€) 185, 9-20, dre 5)... } wodts 8 Wowep éx Oedrpov wepiecraca Tov 
reixous HOA00éra iv Oday, rére 89 wws dre te Sapdnov dre ruyy Tis 
rdvOpwrea BpaBevovoa, xavov tracddhov trerpaypda rots Spwpevors, 
worep els dvraydvuopa Spayaros doxnvy dAAov wapacdépovoa, xal rév 
KaAdorpwy els Huépay xai dpay éxeivyv womrep ex pyxavys oivdpopndv re xal 
ovK evruxy Oewpov TP rept Yuxys dyon Tov raldwy éedioryar. 


The brothers Thyamis and Petosiris are engaged in a povopayia 
before the walls of the city. This is the Spapa, or at least that 
part of the dpaua which is being enacted. In the middle of the 
contest, or rather before the contest has really begun, and while 
Thyamis is chasing his brother round the city, Kalasiris, the father 
of the two, appears on the scene. This is the xawov éreoddov. 
Here again it is the action, the event, the thing that takes place, 
that is conceived of asa drama. The people on the walls of the 





1 See, however, for the latter passage, p. 34 below. 
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city direct it dowep é« Oedrpov.! The figure is continued further 
on, when Charikleia unexpectedly comes up, 186, 29, érepoy éyivero 
wapeyxuKAnpa rov Spduaros } XapixAea. And again, 188, 2, é¢’ 
dwact St 7d epwrixovy pépos tov Spdyaros, 4 XapixAea nai 6 Beayerns 
éwyjxpafov. The father has reconciled the two brothers ; the lovers, 
Charikleia and Theagenes, have recognized each other; amid great 
rejoicing they all enter the city. The whole succession of events, 
then, from the beginning of the hand-to-hand contest to the return 
into the city, is a Spaza. In this case the idea of a tpayexy rolnors 
seems not to be so prominent as in the preceding. Indeed, it may 
be questioned whether there is any such idea in the passage at all. 
Petosiris runs at the first onset of Thyamis, and the contest which 
is no contest ends amid a scene of general rejoicing. Perhaps the 
most that can be said is that it is a piece of action, an event, — what 
we should call a scene without any side implication as to the nature 
of the scene. 


@) 69, 7, éwerpaypda rovrp to Spduart xal trepov wdBos 5 Saipwy, 
Kal riv pytépa por THs wadds adapeira rots Opyvos éyxaprepyoacay, 


The first misfortune was the death of his (Charikles’s) daughter 
on the night of her marriage. The use of the word dpaya in this 
passage shows a considerable advance upon its use in the passages 
previously considered. It seems to mean nothing more than (tragic) 
event, but there is a color to the expression which is gained from its 
theatrical associations. The death of the daughter is conceived of 
as an event, an action, to which the priest is in a way subjected by 
the god. It is worthy of note that rd@os is here used as a synonym 
of Spaua. There will be occasion to touch upon this point farther 
on.* Attention may also be called to érerpaywda. 


€) 168, 5, ovrw rd Spaua rd wept Hpas els dreapov éunxware, xal 
wagay ovrdv oxynvynvy treppbeyyeras. 


1 There is, as it happens, a striking resemblance between this scene and the 
actual stage scene in Eurip. Phoen. 1219ff. Such a connection, however, is of 
course not necessary to explain the use of the dpduaros here in Heliodorus. 
Many features of this scene, it may be remarked, are borrowed from Il. XXII. 

3 See p. 17" below. 


77 
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The address is to the gods, and the dpaua is the whole series of 
misfortunes through which Charikleia has passed. ‘They surpass 
any drama seen on the stage.’ 


J) Similar to the above is 6, 25, Avoare ray repreotryKorwv dAyeavor, 
dove re «ad Auav Spapa 76 wepi Hpas xaraorpépavres. 

&) 48, 10, ws xdyd oe xal xepevnv exw &° Sropias, cal cpddpa SedorKa 
py Kai wAdopa éoriv 7 Anuawerns reAeury, Kaya pév Prdrynoay ot efayyei- 
Aavres, ov 58 xai Svardyrios yeas érépavy cal yuady oxqvyv “Arrixny kal év 
Alyvrre tpaypdycovca. — ov ravoy . . . ov yap by Kdueé ye Kal THy éuny 
ow dros av ws éyonrevcey, obdéy Kowwwvodvra Tov Spdyaros. 


Thisbe has been the moving agency in an elaborate plot against 
Knemon at Athens. The latter now sees her lying dead at his feet, 
but distrusts her even so. Theagenes, however, who has had no 
connection with the events at Athens, reassures him. 


hk) 172, 21, wAnO0s te Ketpévwy vexpov Sdpdor veorpayav, Tay pev 
wrAaovwy Ilepoav dva ty orody re Kai xaborrica yvwpLopévwr, ddXCywv 
8 rivay éyywpiwy. Kai wéAepov pev eva: rd Spayua eixaLov. 


The dpaya in this case seems to be far remote from anything con- 
nected with the theatre, but it still contains the underlying notion of 
action, something that has taken place: ‘they conjectured that what 
had taken place was a war.’ 


$) 62, 7, Kai wpa cor 7d Spaua xabarep éri oxnvns TE Adyw Sd.0- 
oxevalety. 


The Spaya here referred to is Kalasiris’s narrative, which extends, 
with a few interruptions, through part of Bk. II, Bk. III, Bk. IV, 
and part of Bk. V. Knemon tells Kalasiris that it is time for him 
to begin his narrative,—to arrange the action of his story as he 
would arrange the action of a play. This is a very important pas- 
sage, for it is one of the two undoubted cases in which the word 
Spaua is used by the novelists with reference distinctly to a story.’ 
Rohde says? that the novelists used no technical term in speaking 


1 The other being Eustathius, XI, 23; see p. 13 below. 
2 Gr. Rom., p. 350. 
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of their productions. There may be a question in regard to this 
statement, as we shall see later; but Spaya, referring to Kalasiris’s 
narrative, is at least started on the way toward being such a tech- 
nical term. As this is an undoubted case of Spaya referring to a 
story, it is important for our purpose that we find out if we can, just 
what Heliodorus meant by the word. For that purpose, we must go 
back a little way in the story. Knemon (Bk. II, chap. XXI) comes 
upon the old man Kalasiris wandering on the banks of the Nile in 
apparent distress of mind. The two question each other and strike 
an acquaintance. At length the old man proposes that they cross 
the river and enter the village, promising to entertain Knemon and 
tell him the story of his life, as well as to give Knemon an oppor- 
tunity to tell his story. The two enter the old man’s abode. Then 
Knemon questions his host again. Kalasiris answers that he has 
been very unfortunate, his children have been kidnapped, and he has 
wandered long and far in search of them. But the old man refuses to 
tell his tale until after supper. Supper being disposed of, Knemon 
starts the conversation thus: 62, 3, 6 Arévvaos, dev, oloGa, & xdrep, 
Ws xaipe pvOos Kai xwppdias pirei. xdpe dy ody ra viv eowxicpevos 
dyinot mpos tHv dxpoacw, Tov Te eryyyeApevov pds cod puoboy dracreiy 
éretya. (clomxicuevos refers of course to the wine Knemon has 
drunk. The last words are explained by saying that Knemon had 
promised to restore Kalasiris’s children safe and sound if he, Kala- 
siris, would repay him by narrating his adventures.) Then follow 
the words xai wpa co, etc. To what do piOos and xwppdias refer? 
The words might conceivably mean s/ortes, narratives.1 Would this 
interpretation, however, be applicable in the present case? Else- 
where Heliodorus understands Hermes to be the god who is pleased 
with stories: 137, 15, rov Eppanv rp Acoviow ovyxabidpiwv xat Adywv 
povopa TH woTw cuvavaxéwy. .. . odK dors S& Grws paddAov dy Tis Tov 
‘Eppyy Udouro 7} 1d oixadrarov éxeivp Adyous eis cdwxiav epan{dpevos. 
Koppdias Must mean here properly comedies, and in that case pvOors 
must refer to tragedies. For vido. in the sense of tragedy themes, 
cf. Ach. Tat. I, 3, ra yap éua pOos doxe, and I. 8, dcwv évérAnoav 
BvOwy yuvaixes tiv oxyvjv. If we follow this interpretation of the 


1 Cf. Rohde, Gr. Rom., p. 351°. 
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words, Knemon is represented as saying: ‘ You know that Dionysus 
is pleased with tragedies and likes comedies. And so, having estab- 
lished himself in me, he gives me the same liking, and it is time for 
you to bring on your play now.’ It is not necessary to understand 
the passage to imply that the dpaya in question contained both 
pv0an and xwypdia ; simply, as far as the language goes, it may be 
either the one or the other. Asa matter of fact, it is much more of 
a tragedy than a comedy. I would call attention to the words xaOdrep 
éxt oxnvys TH Acyw Suacxevafeyv, as showing that the prominent idea 
in Heliodorus’s mind in connection with the word Spaye is that of 
action. 
(2) Achilles Tatius. 


a) Once the word means a play properly. 

I, 8, dA’ di pev Warns yoba povorxys yvwoews, yvoas dy ra Tov 
yuvaxay Spdyara: viv 88 nav GAdrats A€yots, Sow évérAnoav piOwv 
yovaixes THY oKyVHV. 

All we have to notice here is that dpayara are tragedies rather 
than comedies. 


b) I, 3, &énoev oby rp warpi yuvads érépas, e& js ddeAGy por KadAu- 
yon yiveras, ai eddxer pév Tp warpi ovvayar padrov Huds yduw: ai de 
potpa. trav dvOpwrwv Kpeirroves, GAAnv érynpovv poe yuvaixa. .. . ere 
yap dyov éwarov éros éxi rots Séxa, xai wapecxevafey 6 rarnp els véwra 
wornoal TOs Yapous, NpXETO TOU Spduaros H TUxy. : 

Spduaros here refers to the whole series of events which follow and 
make up the book. It is explained more fully by a passage in the 
preceding chapter: ra yap éua pvOors éoxe. pvOors are here tragedy 
themes, as in the passage I, 8. Cf. also 2, nvOwv épwrexay. 


¢) I, 9, éy& 3& pos rov KAaviay xaradéyw pov 7d dpayua, wis éyévero, 
was rdOoipt, Tas oun, TV KaTaywyny, TO Setrvov, TO KdAAOS THS Kops. 


ro Spaya refers to the course of Kleitophon’s love for Leukippe. 
ad) V, 5, tdaive yap rérXov adyyeAov, xai ro Spaua wAéxe rais Kpoxats. 


1] have followed in general the edition of Jacobs, 1821. 
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Tereus cuts out Philomela’s tongue, but she tells the story of 
her sufferings in her handiwork. Cf. below in the same chapter, 
xpos airyy a wérovle Ty Kepxids Aadei, and Kai rypover ere Tov mdfous 
Tv elxdva. 

e) VI, 3, epot 88} cunpOys Trinny mad emiribera, Kai ovvriPerar Kar’ 
¢uod Spaya xasvov. 

J) VIII, 5, xéy® wdvra ra xara tiv dwrodynpiav tiv drs Tupov di 
yotpa .. . ev povov rapyxa Tov évavrod Spaudrwv, tiv pera ratta mrpds 
Meiirrny aide. 


The meaning of Spaydrwy is very restricted here. The word refers 
to the events which befell the speaker, or in which the speaker took 
a part. 


&) VIII, 5, & 8 Bdorparos nai ereddxpver, & wore Td Kata Aev- 
xierny tyeyove: Spaya.' 

Sostratus shed tears whenever the adventures of Leukippe were 
touched upon (in the narrative). 


hk) VIII, 9, 76 yap Spaud cov 75 eri rev dypav jKxovcaper. 

¢) VIII, 10, rd 8 reAevraiov rot Spduaros, wacav drexdAvpe THv 
aide. 

VIII, 15, ovx épeis juiy rov pidov trav ris Bapov Ayotwy, Kai THs 
drrotpnbeions éxd ro aitnypa xepadys, iva gov cal 6 warnp dxovoy; Tovro 
yap povov évdda mrpos dxpdaciy Tov xavros Spdyuaros. 


The last two passages show us Spaya verging on the meaning sory. 
Thus rov wavros Spdyaros refers of course to ‘the whole adventure,’ 
but it may also be considered as the narrative of the adventure. 


_R) V, 3, Wpdxvys yap dxe pOopay, xai riv Biav Typtws, xal ris yAwrrys 
THv touny. ty Se SAdKAnpov Ty ypady To Supynpa Tov Spaparos, 6 réwdos, 
6 Types, } rpare{a.* III, 7, 16 pev ris "Avdpoucdas Spaua rovro. 


1 Hirschig : drére [7d] card Aevalexny dyeybve [3paua.] Hercher: éxére xara 
Aexlxxny ¢yeyéver. See Hercher’s adnotatio critica, p. xxxi. I see no good 
reason for bracketing and changing the person against the consensus of the MSS., 
which are with Jacobs. 

2 The text is on the face of it corrupt. :Aou#as, not IIpéxvns, is needed. See 
Hercher’s adn. crit., p. xxiv, and Jacobs, p. 761. 
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The last passage refers to a painting of the story of Andromeda. 
2) II, 28, ob« épeis, ey, rv xaracxeviy! rod Spdyaros ; 
Referring to an attempted rape. 


m) VI, 16, dépe xdduv bvdvoupal® pov 76 Spapa- dépe wddey repi- 
Bopor thy Adxavav. 


Here épaua seems to be almost equal to xpdcwrov.? The transi- 
tion is of course one from the idea of playing a part. The 
girl is playing a part in representing herself to be a slave. 
This is brought out more fully a few lines earlier in the same 
chapter: dpa dwoxadwpaca rot Spdyaros rv twdxprow, Supyyoopa rhv 
dAnOaav; Here dpduaros refers to the deception she is practising. 
The use may be the same in VII, 2, ws ody & dvOpwmos éyéverd pov 
wAnoiov, kai rou Spauaros qpxero, where the man was put into the 
same apartment with Kleitophon to play a part. More probably, 
however, the word is used simply of action, without any idea of 
deception, as in I, 3, above (p. 8), qpxero Tov Spdyaros 4 Tux. 


m) Quite peculiar is I, 10, px rotvuy dxnjoys, tay dvoorapéryy abriy 
Sys, AA’ éwxeryjpa was dyOiorara. codias yap xdyravOa di. xv piv 
mpooxaptepy, éxioxes THv Biav’ ovrw yap welOeras* day 88 padOaxwrepoy 
799 Gér\ys, xopyynoov THv Urdxpow, py droAdoys gov Td Spapa. 


The passage is part of a recipe for making love. The idea is 
apparently, ‘so as not to spoil your game’; dpaya being equal to 
wpayypa, res. 

0) III, 23,’Q Oddrarra dyvwpov, epOdvncas yuiv drAoKAnpov Tov Tis 
drtavOpwrias cov Spdyaros. 


Menelaus and the two lovers have been saved, but the sea has 
not completed its act of benevolence; Kleinias is lost. The force 
of Spaua here is hard to grasp. The act of benevolence by which 
the three have been brought out of the shipwreck safe is apparently 
thought of as an adventure to those involved.‘ 


1 Hercher : ovoxev». 3 Here Jacobs reads future indicative. 

8 Compare scaena used similarly in Apul. Met. IV, 20. 

4In VIII, 5, Hercher reads érel 3¢ xara rh» Merny éyersuny Eqpor rd Spina 
¢uavro?, where the MSS. have not 8payua, but rpayua. 
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(3) Eustathius) 


a) II, 6, 7d 8 wepi ravras Spapya xal rives atrar pabeivy eLyrotpev 
diAomoverepov. 


Hysminias, while walking in the garden, sees a picture in which 
are represented four maidens. Their attitude and costume suggest 
that they are symbolical in some way—that there is some story 
connected with them. He is at a loss to understand what it all 
means and who the maidens are. Then he sees an inscription, 
which runs: ®pdvyors, Iox’s, Swppootwvy xai @dus, and this explains 
to him the painting. The use of Spaya in this passage may be com-. 
pared to its use in Ach. Tat., V, 3, and III, 7, quoted above (p. 9). 
In no one of the three passages is any actual drama in the writer’s 
mind, built upon the theme in question, though such might conceiv- 
ably be thought to be the case in the passages from Achilles Tatius. 
The word signifies, what has taken place or the narrative of what has 
taken place— the story. It is worthy of note that, though there is of 
course a tragical element in the dpdyuara of Tereus and Andromeda, 
there is hardly any such in the present case. It is not true that 
Spaua always and of necessity refers to a tragical event. The present 
passage explains one further on: II, 8, éxw cov, reyvira, rd ainypa, 
éxw cov To Spaya: els adrov cov Barrw rov votv. After explaining to 
himself satisfactorily the meaning of the four maidens, he looks 
about and discovers a second picture. Upon learning the key to 
this, which is also symbolical, he utters the words just quoted. 
Meaning suits as a translation of the word very well. What the 
word, without doubt, does not signify in this case is the deed, per- 
Jormance, production of the artist. Rather, it refers to the story 
which he has symbolized in his work. 


b) V, 10, wat rov voty cAov xaradaBovoa tov Spdyaros edyapioret por 
TP OXHpaTL. 
The explanation of the words is this: The occasion is a meal at 


which the two lovers are present. The cup is handed to Hysminias. 
He begins to drink, but bethinks himself, and, with a few words of 


1] have followed in general Hilberg’s edition, 1876. 
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chiding to Kratisthenes for having handed it to him out of his turn, 
bids him give it first to Hysmine, who reclines directly opposite. 
She understands, and touches the cup with her lips at the spot at 
which Hysminias has drunk. The whole proceeding is of course a 
device for bringing about this very result. Spduaros may refer dis- 
tinctly to the act of Hysminias ; I think, however, that the reference 
is not quite so definite, and that the figure is still that of a play. 
The whole proceeding may be considered as a sort of Spaua (a piece 
of acting). Here there cannot possibly be any side idea of a ¢ragical 
proceeding. 


6) VI, 13, dye coe xabvrnperyow re Spduare: xal, xalpos, drav por 
wept tHv Sacxeviy rou wpdyparos @xero. 

VI, 16, 76 way éxxartto rov Spayaros. Cf. in same chapter, ré 
pyxére wpds dvaBodrds xwpdiy po. TOU mpayparos. 

VII, 3, xal dAw xabvenpernoa tp Spduare. 


These three passages refer to one and the same thing. Hysminias 
undertakes to carry off (with her own consent) Hysmine, and Kratis- 
thenes promises to assist him. Here, as in V, 10, above, affair, 
proceeding, rather than ac/, is the translation of the word. Cf. the use 
of zpayyua in these passages. 

d@) VIII, 11, ra 8 Gre Cyrotoa pabdiy Srov Spaua (yrds Kal dAov 
Tpayponpa. 

VIII, 14, dAov Spapa ra xara ct nai dvras tpaygdnpa. 

IX, 10, dAov yap Spaua rd nal Has dverAdrrero. 


The reference in the first two passages is to the adventures of 
Hysminias ; in the last, to those of Hysminias and Hysmine. The 
use of Spaua is here the same as we have already seen it to be in 
many cases in Heliodorus and Achilles Tatius. It is the same in 
the following passages. After Hysmine has been freed from her 
captivity and united to Hysminias, the priest speaks thus: XI, 12, 
dra cot piv "Awcddwv drAevOepiay yapiLera nai rov xadov rovrov “Yopiviay 
dxivupgeva cor: ov § ovd aird &) 76 xara ot Spipa Gicas "ArodAwnt, iv’ 
alwviLov ein To Siypyynpa xal wy POivoy rd reparovpynua,' o péyas “Amo\Awv 


1 For a different reading see Hercher. 
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ovrw kavas éh’ tuiv poBdlwy reparovpyd; The Spaya here refers to 
Hysmine’s adventures ; 16 xara 2 Spaya Oious "Awo\Awn means virt- 
ually put youP adventures (or the account of your adventures) in the 
keeping of the priest of Apollo. This she shortly does by narrating 
what has befallen her. We may notice that dpaya, which would 
seem to mean adventures, is immediately followed by d:jynpa, the 
account. Further on Hysminias prays that the memory of the advent- 
ures of Hysmine and himself may never die: XI, 22, ot 8, 6 TH 
payrep, el rv Addvyy devyovoay eres kal xpumras cai odes cal purov 
Spwvupov avropdrws yeas els pvnpns ouvrnpyow, ef tov “YdxwOov ef 
épwvipov durod dvAdrras AOdvarov, Hyiv ov ovvTypyous THY py, 
dura 8 ovx dvaddcas dSpwvuna orydas aBavdrous trav xa “Youivyy 
ravTyy Kai rov “Yopuiviay éue, SrAov Spaya 16 af yuas rots purots xaraLu- 
ypahovea Kal xaracrnurevovoa xai rots peF Huds pvddrrovea ry pyyLyV 
dOdvarov; Then at the very close (XI, 23) occurs this paragraph : 
Goov piv otv év dvOpwros epwrixwrepov, Tov rodAGv epwrikoy yapirwv 
qeas drodd£era, xai Goov mapSenxov Kal cepvorepov, THs Twppocvrys 
wad dyaceras** Soov & cvprablécrepoy, dXejoa Trav Svotuynpdrov Has, 
Kai ovTws Hyiy dora ra THs pyynpys ABavata. pets 88 xarayapirwoopev 
THY ypapnv Kat oAnv thy BiBAov xaraxoopycopey Kai ydpiow épwrixais 
Kat Tois GAAos doa BiBAovs Koopovct Kai Tos AOyous KaTaxaAAVvovst. 
KAjow 8 dora ty BiBAw ro KaP “Yopuivyy Spapa xal rov “Yopiviay épé.? 
Here is an undoubted case in which the word Spaua is used by one 
of these authors in reference to his own work.® It is true that here 
it seems rather a part of the title of the work than a descriptive 


1 See Hercher here. 

2 The word 8paua occurs in the title of the work in some MSS. Thus, ¢: rolyua 
edoradlou rpwrovwBedeclyou xal peyddou xapropUhaxos Tot paxpeuBoNlrov rd xa’ dopulyny 
cal bowurlay Spaua. 8: 7d xad’ domrlay cal dopulyny Spiya: rolnua eborablou dido- 
obpov. These titles, however, probably did not proceed from the hand of Eusta- 
thius in their present form. Cf. Hilberg’s ed., praef., p. XLVII, ff. 

®I am unable to decide just what Rohde’s view on this point is. In his text, 
Gr. Rom., p. 350, he says that the authors themselves seem not to have known or 
made use of a technical term for their compositions. In a note, p. 350’, while 
apparently citing the cases in which the technical use of the words d3paya and 
Spayarixéy is found, he remarks that Eustathius called his own work 7d xaé" 
‘Toulyny xal ‘Tourlary 8piua. Elsewhere (p. 522), he translates the title: ‘des 
Eustathius des Philosophen Erzahlung von Hysmine und Hysminias.’ 
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name of the kind of work, and that there is a slight difference 
between the two. Should we say that the book is “‘The Adventures 
of Hysmine and Hysminias,” or that it is a story about Hysmine 
and Hysminias? Does Spaua, that is, signify what actually happened 
to the two lovers, or does it refer to the written and finished com- 
position which tells about those adventures? Evidently Spayua is 
used in this title of the work in the same general way in which it 
is used in VIII, 11, 14; IX, 10; XI, 12,22. The adventures of the 
two lovers have the term Spaya applied to them in XI, 12, and 
XI, 22, because they resemble an actual stage-dpayza and rpayqdnpa 
in their character. This resemblance is stated distinctly enough in 
VIII, 14, dAov Spaya ra xara oc? xai dvrws rpay~dnua= ‘your adven- 
tures forma perfect drama and a veritable tragedy.’ Primarily, 
therefore, and as used in the title of the work, we must suppose 
the word in question to refer to the Spaua which happened ¢/o the 
two lovers—to their dramatic adventures. Then, as a second step 
in its development, the composition which contains such adven- 
tures, such happenings to people, such action, would itself be 


called a 8papa. 
(4) Chariton. 


a) I, 4, radra otv xpoxaracxevacdevos 5 Sypuovpyos Tov Spaparos. .. . 
VI, 3, dAov ro Spapya rovro éxeivn xarecxevace. 

Of a plot, in each case. 

b) IV, 4, éwel 88 % piAcKavos tixn Spaya oxvOpwrov tpiv wepi- 
réBeaxe. ... 

The reference is to a series of adventures, but the terms used 


would seem to suggest that the idea of a mask was not wholly 
absent from the wniter’s mind. 


The word occurs in Theodorus Prodromus as follows’: I, 349, 
IX, 36 (perhaps meaning acf, but more probably ¢ragic event) ; 
I, 393 (of a wonderful event); VI, 280 (tragic event); VI, 180 (ro 


1 I have used Hercher’s edition, 1859. 
2 Hercher’s edition. (N.B. It is 3paua in five of the eight passages in 
Theodorus.) 


Stage-Terms in Heltodorus’s Aethiopica. 15 


Spaua ris ens . . . r¥xns); VIII, 379, 493 (similar to VI, 180); 
IX, 413 (of a humorous experience). The passages need not 
be considered more in detail. Xenophon the Ephesian, Longus, 
Nicetas Eugenianus, and Constantinus Manasses do not use the 
word. 

We have then one undoubted case in which the word Spayua is 
used by an author in reference to his own composition. An exami- 
nation of the word as found elsewhere in the same author, and as 
used by the other novelists, seems to leave us but one way in which 
to explain its use in this case. The composition of Eustathius is 
called a Spayza because it contains incidents which may be con- 
sidered dramatic, and to which the term Spaya is applied by the 
author himself. Thus in Ach. Tat. VIII, 15, rotro yap povov évdéa 
mpos axpoaciv Tov mwayros Spdyaros (see p. 9), both the events and 
the account of the events would come under the head of Spapa. 
In the case of Hel. 62, 7, xat wpa cot ro Spaua xabdrep éxi oxnvys 
To Adyw Sacxevdfayv (see p. 6), Kalasiris’s adventures, as well as the 
account of those adventures, would be called a dpaya. 

The word dramatic has been used. The question arises, What 
was included under the term? What was the nature of the events 
to which these novelists applied the word Spaya? It is apparent 
from our survey of the uses of the word that its range of application 
is very great. At times it is used of a whole series of adventures ; 
again, it is applied to a single event. It seems to be true, however, 
that whatever is considered as taking place in connection with a 
person or persons— whatever may be looked upon as a piece of 
action —is a dpaya. That the Spaua in this sense is always a tragic 
Spaua seems not to be the case. It is true that the word very often 
seems to refer to the tragedy, but not always and necessarily. The 
dpaua in Hel. 185, 16; 186, 29; 188, 2, can hardly be considered of 
a tragic character. The Spdyara of Eust. II, 6, and II, 8, seem to 


1 8paua in the sense of ‘pathetisches Ereigniss’ is probably not found in the 
early literature, though it is used of a stage-effect ; ¢.g. Pl. Apol. 35 B. In general, 
the early authors use the word with nothing like the freedom of the Alexandrians 
and Byzantines. In the late literature outside of the novelists it is used frequently 
in quite the senses we have observed above; eg. Walz. Rh. Gr. I, p. 601, Plut. 
de Gen. Soc. 30 (Moral. 596). 


16 J. W. H. Walden. 


have no definite character at all. The Spaya of Eust. V, 10, is 
rather of the comedy order. Still less is it the case that there is 
any necessary implication in the word of a comedy action. Kala- 
siris’s Spayua is much more of a tragedy in every respect than a 
comedy. It is serious, full of woes, and does not even have a happy 
ending. Even if we could believe that Eustathius’s novel is of the 
character of a comedy, we have Eustathius’s own words to tell us 
that he looked upon it in the light of a tragedy. It may indeed be 
asked if the novels of Heliodorus and Achilles Tatius have not as 
much in common with the Tragedy as with the Comedy. The end- 
ings are happy; that is a feature of the Comedy. Most of the 
characters are every-day characters, similar to those of the Comedy. 
Many of Euripides’s characters, however, are much of the same sort. 
The action of the novels is quite as much of the tragedy as of the 
comedy order. The term dramatic, then, as used above, has no 
necessary implication other than that of action (irrespective of the 
sort of action). 

The only other writer who refers to these compositions as dpduara 
is Photius. It is an interesting fact, and one perhaps not wholly 
without significance, that he uses the plural form four times. Thus, 
in reference to Achilles’s novel he says, cod. 87 (66a, 24): woAAqv 
82 duotoryra dv tq Sacxevg nai wAdoa tov Suynedrov, rAnv oxedov te 
Tey xpoowxwy THs dvopacias Kal ris pvoapas alocxpoTyros, mpos Ta TOU 
“HAroddpov Spdyara dvAdrra. In what sense could Photius speak of 
Heliodorus’s novel as Spduara? Elsewhere he uses the singular in 
reference to the same work, cod. 73, (50a, 18): xat éorw adr@ } Tov 
Spduaros SroGeois XapixAea xai @exyévys. He can hardly be referring, 
in using the plural, to the several books, as ioropia: and xpnoropdberon 
and xpayyareias might be used of the several books of a treatise. 
The division into books in the present case seems quite arbitrary ; 
there is no such natural division of the narrative at these breaks 
that each book might be considered a Spaye in itself. Rather, he 
would seem to conceive of the whole composition in his mind as 
containing various small scenes or descriptions. Thus, the account 


1 Cf. also Theod. Prod. IX, 413 above, quite in the sense of wdéos, but of a 
pleasant or humorous experience. 
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of the fight before the walls of the city (Bk. VII, chap. 5 ff.) might 
be thought of as a Spapa, or the description of the meeting of 
Knemon and Kalasiris on the banks of the Nile (Bk. II, chap. 21 ff.). 
In fact, any short account of a piece of action, whatever the char- 
acter of the action, would come under this head; also the action 
itself would be a Spaya. In the same way, Photius calls the work 
of Antonius Diogenes Spdyara, cod. 166 (1114, 30): 6 your Acoyéys, 
56 xat ’Avrdvmos, ratra wdyra Aaviay eioayaywv xpos KupBav reparev- 
odpuevoy, dpws ypadpe Davorivy ore re ovvrdarra wept trav trip GovAnv 
dxiorwy, kat ore ty ddAgdy ‘Ioddpa propabds éxovoy 1a Spdpyara 
xporduwver. Also, 1115, 30: ovTw pev ody Kai éxi rovros } Trav Spa- 
parwy wAdows Te ‘Avrwviy Acoyéve éoynpatiora. We have not 
Diogenes’s work before us, but only the summary of it which 
Photius gives us. From this summary, however, it would seem 
that the plural Spayara would be rather more descriptive in this 
case than the singular Spaua, though the singular also might 
undoubtedly be used of the work considered as a whole. Photius 
uses the plural also in cod. 94 (734, 27), in speaking of Iamblichus, 
Heliodorus, and Achilles: of yap rpeis od ro. cxedov re Tov abrov cKowoy 
wpoOenevas Epwrixav Spapdruv trobécas trexpiOnoav, AN’ 6 pev “HA0o- 
dwpos, etc. The plural in this case, however, refers rather to the 
three novels individually than to the various parts of any one of 
the three.’ Iamblichus’s novel is called a dpaya, Phot. cod. 94 
(74a, 4): dot & aire weronpeva trod Spdayaros xpoowma, etc. Else- 
where the word Spapyaricxoy is applied to all these compositions. 
Cod. 73, dveyvwOn “HAsoddpov Aiftomxov: gor. 8 ro ovvraypa Spa- 
patixoy. Cod. 87, dveyvwOyoav ‘Arefavipews "AxiAAdws Tariov rav epi 


1 With this use of é¢pwrudy Spaudrw» as an expression descriptive of these 
novels, we may compare certain other expressions. Chariton in the beginning 
of his narrative (I, 1) says that he will tell of a wd6os épwrixéy, wd6os is often 
used by nearly all these writers in a sense about equivalent to dpayuea (cf. p. 5). 
Cadmus of Miletus wrote Avois dépwrixdy wad» (Suidas). What is meant is not 
clear; some MSS. omit wa6é», and neither Bernhardy nor Bekker gives it in the 
text. See Rohde, Gr. Rom., p. 347". Parthenius in his preface speaks of his 
collection as 4 dépowis rar dpwrixdy ralnydrwr. Julian (I, p. 386, ed. Hertlein; 
cf. Rohde, p. 349‘) uses the term é¢pwrixal dwobéces ; cf. also Phot. cod. 94 (764, 26), 
7d wdOos rGy ddeXpdr». And elsewhere often. 
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Aeuxirrnvy cat KXNatopavra Aoyo ny. ore 5¢ Spayarixov, eowrds rivas 
drorouvs éxacdyov. Cod. 94, dveyvw6y “IapBdtxov Spaparixov, épwras 
troxpiwopevov. Cod. 166, dveyve@yoav "Avrwviov Aoyévous trav trip 
@ovAnv driotwv Aoyot KS. Spaparixov of Aoyo. If our interpretation 
is correct, the word implies nothing one way or the other as to 
the tragedy or comedy character of the events narrated in the 
works, but states simply that the works are works of adventure — of 
action about people. The use of certain dramatic expressions in the 
passages from Photius may be noticed (trexpi@yoay, Sroxpivopevor, 
éreacayov), as showing that the word still retained something of its 
dramatic associations. 


What is to be said about the word Spapyarixov as found in the 
rhetorical text-books? The Roman rhetoricians certainly made a 
division of marrationes into fabula, historia, argumentum. The dif- 
ference between the three terms is clearly stated by Quintilian, 
Inst. II, 4, 2, narrationum, excepta qua in causis utimur, tres actepi- 
mus species: fabulam, quae versatur in tragoedtis atgue carminibus, 
non a veritate modo, sed etiam a forma veritatis remota; argumentum, 
quod falsum, sed vero simile comoediae fingunt; historiam, in qua est 
gestae rei expositio.' The fabula is not only fiction, but it has no 
likeness to the truth. The arsgumentum is fiction, but it has the 
appearance of truth. The ergumentum differs from the /adu/a in 
resembling the truth. Both the argumentum and the fabula are 
fiction. Furthermore, the /adu/a is found in fragoediae, the argu- 
mentum in comoediae. It is supposed that the Greek equivalents 
of fabula, historia, argumentum are respectively pu@cxoy, icropixoy, 
Spaparixov.? The most detailed exposition of diynpara is found in 
Nicolaus, Rhet. Gr. Speng. III, p. 455 f., ére rav diyyypdrwv ra per 
dort pvOixd, ra 8¢ loropixd, ra 58 mpayparixd, a Kai Sexavixd xadovvyrat, 
ra 8¢ wAacparikd. pvdixa pay ra ox dvapgioByTynrws morevdpeva, 
GAN’ exovra Kai yevdous trdvoay, ola ra wept KuxAdrwv xai Kevravpwv- 
ioropixa 58 ra ray Spodoyounévws yevonevwy rakuav mpaypdrwv, ola 


1 Cf. Cic. de Inv. I, 19, 27; Auct. ad Herenn. I, 8, 12; Victorinus, I, 17, p. 199 
(Halm. Rh. Lat. Min.). 
2 Rohde, Gr. Rom., p. 351°; Susemihl, Gr. Zst., II, p. 5744. 
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Tuxyov Ta wept Emdduvov: mpayparixa 5¢ roe Stxanxa Ta év rots moXdt- 
rixois dy@ou Acyopeva: wAacpariKa 58 ra évy Tats Kwppdias Kai rois 
GAXors Spdpacw. Kowwve 8 ra pév pvbixd rots pvOos tre dudorepa 
SeicGa: riorews > [ra 58] dkadeper, ore 6 pev pos [6] ray dsporoyoupervws 
pevdayv, ra Sé pvbixa nat wap’ dAAwv ws yeyovera icropyra, cal Tov 
évdexonevwy fori xai py. ere xowwvel ra wAacpaTiKa Trois plas Th 
duporepa werAdcOu, Siadépa tre ra pev, el kal py yéyovev, opus exe 
dvow yevérOa. The mpayparixa or dixanxd are what Quintilian desig- 
nates as gua in causis utimur, and with this class we have nothing 
to do. iocropixd, again, correspond to historia. mwXacparixa are what 
are elsewhere called also Spaparixa- Etymologically the term would 
include both the /adu/a and the argumentum of Quintilian. Etymo- 
logically Spazarcxa also might refer to the ftragoediae as well as to 
the comoediac. ra pvOixa are explained still further a few passages 
earlier, where the question is about pido; p. 452, rovrous dé rives 
kat ovde pvfous, dAAd publica exdrAeoav Suyyypara, dvapsyvivres avra 
Tois wept Tov perapoppwcewy Adyors Kal Tov Exetvors tmaparAnTiy. 
Such Suyyjpara as are here called pv&ixd are not exclusively and 
distinctively themes for tragedy. Such themes as ra wept KuxAarwv 
xai Kevravpwv do of course appear in tragedies, but it is not easy 
to believe, without some direct evidence of the fact, that tragedies 
as a unit were classed as pvfixa and excluded from Spapyarexa. We 
are not under the necessity of considering (as Rohde does consider, 
P- 351") rots dAAos Spdpacw to refer to novels or fictitious narratives. 
Comedy, as having, at the late period to which Nicolaus belonged, 
the more vigorous existence, would perhaps naturally come first to his 
mind and be expressed first. So in another definition of Spaparixd 
a few lines earlier, p. 455, Spaparcxa S¢, oon dr avray tev broxapéevwv 
xpocwrwy tori povov, 17 wapeppaivopevov Tov cuvriGévros xpoowrov, era 
Ta Kwpuxa mdyra cai tpayixa. In the sentence ére xowwvd ra rdac- 
parixa rots uvOos, etc., Rohde apparently (p. 351") understands rois 
pvOas as if it were rots pvOcxois. Nicolaus, however, makes a point 
of distinguishing the two terms. If we understand ra wAacparixa to 
refer to dramatic themes in general (and not exclusively to comedy 
themes), we are told that comedy themes and tragedy themes 
resemble pio. in being fictitious, but differ from them in contain- 
ing matter that is like the truth. The only other rhetor who gives 
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us the class pvfixa is Hermogenes,' Speng. II, p. 4, 7rd pév yap 
clvas pvOixdy, ro 8 wAacparixév 6 Kat Spaparixov xaXrovow, ola ra Tov 
tpayixav, Td St loropixcy, 7d 58 worsrixdv. Here we even have the 
Spaparixdy explained as ra ray rpayixav; Rohde (p. 351') would 
change this to ra rév xwpixov.* Other references are as follows: 
Apthon. Speng. II, p. 22, rod 5¢ Seyyyparos rd pév tore Spaparixor, 
7d St loropixdy, ro St woditiexdv: Kal Spayarixdv pevy ro werhacpeévov, 
loropixov 88 To waAady dyov ddyynow, etc. Anon. Walz. Rhet. I, 
p. 128, dore 8 rovrov ro pev Spayarixoy 4 wAacparixdy, ro S€ woAcTiKoy, 
Grep tort xpayparixov Kal Sixanxoy, ro 5¢ toropixdy. Mat. Cam. Walz. 
I, p. 122, rovrov & ro péy éore Spaparixov, ws werdacpévov, ro 8&8 
ioropixov, TO wadady dyov ddyynoww, ro 58 wodutixov, etc.® Whether 
the omission of 7é pv@cxdy in these writers is due to simple careless- 
ness, or whether there was felt a tendency to extend the rAacparixoy 
(8pazarcxdv) So as to include even the pv&ixdv, which Nicolaus says 
were also fictitious, it is not easy to say. The same omission is 
found in Sex. Math. I, 252, in Asklep. Myrl., wept ypapparcxijs (see 
Susemihl, II, p. 5744): ris yap toropias trav pév riva dAn Oy dval dyer, 
thy St Wevdy, riv 8 ws dAnOq, nai. pAnO9 pv riv xpaxrucqy, Wevdy S& THv 
wept wrdopata xal pibovs, ws dAnO9 8% ofa éoriv y Kwpepdia al of piuo. 
Here the A769 is rd wodsrixdy, and not rd ioropixdv; the devdy is 
ol pido, and not 7d puéicdv; the ws dAyO7 is rd Spaparixdv. Though 
Tragedy in this case is not mentioned, it is not necessarily excluded. 
Similar is Mart. Capell. V, p. 185 (Eyssenh.), narrationum genera 
sunt gquattuor: historia, fabula, argumentum, negotialis vel iudicalis 
assertio, historia est ut Livi. fabula neque vera est neque veri similis, 





1I purposely omit above the passage Anon. Seguer. Speng. Rh. Gr. I, p. 435 
(see Thiele, Neue Jahrb. f. Phil. u. Paed. 147, 1893, p. 407), al yév elo Buwrixal, al 
8¢ loropixal, al 32 pvccal, al 82 reprerixal, both because spayarixal are not men- 
tloned and because the meaning of some of the other terms is too uncertain. For 
recent discussions of this passage, I refer to Thiele, ‘ Aus der Anomia,’ Festschrift, 
Berlin, 1890, p. 124 ff. (not seen); Jahr. f. Phil. u. Paed. 147, 1893, p. 403 ff.; Rohde, 
Rhein. Mus. 48, 1893, p- 1367, 138; K. Biirger, Hermes, 27, 1892, p. 345 ff. Two 
paseages which might be brought to bear on the discussion are Dionys. Thrax, 2, 
and Schol. to same in Bekk. Anec. II, p. 747. See also Susemihl, II, p. 5744. 
Plutarch wrote pvOud Seryfpara (Jul. Imp. Orat. VII, 2278). 

* Cf. Priscian’s translation given below. 

® Two of these three compilations are virtually epitomes of the third. 
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ut ‘Daphnen in arborem versam.’ argumentum est, quod non facta 
sed quae fiert potuerunt continet, ut in comocdits ‘patrem timerit’ et 
‘amart merctricem. Cicero in the passage already referred to 
(p. 18"), de Inv. I, 19, 27, gives as examples of /adula, historia, 
argumentum, the following lines respectively : — 


‘angues ingentes alites, tunctt tugo.. .’ 


‘Appius indixit Karthaginienstbus bellum. 
‘Nam ts postquam excessit ex ephebis.’ 


What is meant by /adu/a in all these cases is sufficiently clear, and 
it is doubtless the truth that more such lines as the first of these 
three would be found in tragedies than in comedies. It may reason- 
ably be questioned, however, whether the Greek term Spaparixdy was 
ever so restricted in its meaning as the Latin term argumentum 
appears in some cases to have been.’ There is certainly no evidence 
that such was the case. There is nowhere in the Greek passages 
a statement to the effect that ra puOixa were ra rav rpaytxav, while 
there are at least two passages (one, to be sure, less certain than 
the other) in which it is stated chat ra Spapyarexd were ra ray 
tpaytxov. Priscian, in his translation of Hermogenes, repeats this 
statement, Praeexercit. Rhetor. 2, narratio est expositio ret factae vel 
quast factae ... species autem narrationis quattuor sunt, fabularis, 
frctilis, historica, civilis. fabularis est ad fabulas supradictas perti- 
nens. fictilis ad tragocdias sive comoedias ficta. historica, ad res 
gestas exponendas.* 


1It is interesting to find the word /aéu/a, which was of course a term of 
general application, but was applied by the rhetoricians specifically to tragedy 
themes, used once in direct contrast to fragoedsa. Apul. Met. X, 2, sam ergo, lector 
optime, scito te tragoediam, non fabulam legere. 

2 After rd yvfixdy was applied to that which is both fictitious and impossible 
and 7d leropiuxéy to that which has actually happened, we may suppose a need to 
have been felt for a word to apply to that which lies between the two— the 
fictitious but possible. 7d rAacuaridy, the fictitious, and, because the fictitious- 
possible was best known through the drama, 7d dpayarixéy, were the words used. 
In proportion as things actually impossible found a place in tragedy, to that extent 
would there be the tendency to restrict rd rAacuaruédy (and with it 7d 8payarcxdéy) to 
comedy. This restriction seems not to have obtained in Greek, as was apparently 
more or less the case with the corresponding words in Latin. Even if 3pauarixby 
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It does not appear, therefore, that the word Spapyarixéy as used 
by the Greek rhetors had an exclusive reference to the Comedy. 
Much less is it probable that the words Spapyarixovy and Spapya, as 
used by Photius in reference to the novelists, had such a restricted 
meaning. Nor does it seem to be true that the fictitious-possible 
was what was had in mind. It is not by any means the case that 
the events described in the novels are always such as resemble the 
truth (xev puow yevéobu). The most noteworthy example of this is 
the ray trtp @ovAqy dricrwy Adyo «5X of Antonius Diogenes, which, 
in common with the erotic novels, is called by Photius dpaparcxov 
and Spduara (see p.17). All of the tales therein told were apparently 
wAacparixd, but many of them might very well come under the head 
of pv&kxa, as far as their probability or possibility is concerned.! 
The only respect in which they seem to resemble the drama proper 
is in being descriptive of action.? The Spaye as thus understood, 
then, would be a narrative or description of any sort that told about 
happenings, adventures, whether those happenings were within the 
bounds of possibility and probability or not ; whether they (and the 
xpoowma) were pure inventions of the author or not. 


were so used, it would not necessarily carry 8pdua with it. juvOcxb», as Nicolaus 
tells us, was something different technically from «dos. 1d rAacparixdy is not the 
best word to describe the idea of the fictitious-possible, because it is capable of 
expressing too much. Asa fact the word was used of the fictitious in general. 
Photius (cod. 90) speaks of some of Libanius’s Aéyo: as wrAacyarixol, but he of 
course has nothing in mind resembling either comedy or tragedy. So he may 
have used rd 8payarixéy in a less technical way than the rhetorical hand-books 
define it. Cf. Philostr. Vita Apol. V, 16,. .. ddd rade Spayarcwrépwr cal dy ol 
wonral Opudolow: éxetvo: wey yap Tupd riva 4 Evyxédador Sedér0ar gaol». . . . 

1Cf. Phot. cod. 129, of Lucan and Lucian’s Onos, yéwe 8¢ 6 éxardépov dbyos 
wracpdrwy perv pixar. 

2 From the recently published fragments of a new Greek novel, U. Wilcken, 
Hermes, 28, 1893, p. 161 ff., a new fact appears. Wilcken finds the greatest 
difference between this novel and all the rest to be in the traditional character 
of the plot. P. 185: “Der Held unseres Romanes ist nun nicht eine frei in der 
Phantasie des Dichters geschaffene Figur, sondern, wie schon bemerkt, kein 
anderer als der sagenhafte Griinder Nineves.” P. 191: ‘Dass unser Roman 
keine frei erfundene Fabel hat, ist wohl als der grésste Unterschied von den 
iibrigen zu bezeichnen.” Ninos’s campaigns are described in detail. Wilcken 
conjectures that the heroine was Semiramis. 
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Before passing to the word 6éarpov it may be worth while to 
remark that there seems to have been more than one definition of 
the word dpayzarixoy known to the rhetors themselves. Cf. ‘Nicolaus, 
Speng. III, p. 455, ddyynparexa pév, dca dro povov Tov dmrayyéAXovros 
apocuwmoy eiciv, ola ra mapa Iwddpp: Spaparixa 5é, doa dw airav ray 
troxeyévwv xpocwruwv éori povoy, un mrapengavonevov tov cuvriGévros 
mpocurnrov, era Ta KwpiKa wavra Kal tpayid: puxta S& ra e€ dudoty 
Tov re ouvTiOevros Kal Trav troKepévwy ovyKeimeva. epocwTwy, ola Ta 
“Hpodcrov xai ‘Oujpov. In the earlier literature Spau« was of course 
a word of general application. It may be questioned whether 
the pvOo. Spayarixoé which Nicostratus is said to have composed 
(Hermog. Speng. Rh. II, p. 420, 6s ye xai wvOous abrés wodXdods erAacey, 
otx Aicwreious povov, dAX otovs eval wrws xai Spazarcxovs) and which 
Rohde (Gr. Rom., p. 352) apparently considers a sort of incipient 
novel, were not as likely themes for tragedy as for comedy.' One 
would like to know the nature of the dpduara mentioned by Photius, 
cod. 279 (end), xai piv xai Sepyvov ypapparixod ev diaddpas pérpors 
Spdpura Suddopa. . . . xai odros (Andronicus Hermopolites) 8 dpaydrwv 
€ori roinrys, Saddpors pérpors Tos Adyous évreivww. . . . cuvriOyor SE Kal 
otros (Horapollon ypapparixds) Spdpara rp Spoiw rump. It is not 
an impossible supposition that some of them at least were short 
narrative poems on themes similar to those contained in the collec- 
tion of Parthenius (praef.: pddiora cot doxav dppdrreav, KopyyAe 
TAX, rHv dOpaow rev épwrixov raOnpdrwv dvodefdevos ws Gre padior’ 
éy Bpaxurdros dwréoradxa. . . . aitg te got maptora eis Gry xai 
@Arcyeias dvayav ra padiora é€ airav dppddia ...). The samples 
contained in the xpoyvpvacpara of the rhetoricians also occur to 
us. I may refer here to an article by O. Immisch in Rhein. Mus., 
44, Pp. 553, on the Spapzara rpayixa of Pindar. Immisch concludes 
thus as to the meaning of Spaya and Spapara rpayixa (p. 557): 
“ Proclus befindet sich dabei ganz innerhalb des von Rohde a. a. O. 
behandelten Sprachgebrauches, dem zu Folge Spaya urspriinglich 
das ‘gefahrliche, bedenkliche Ereigniss’ selbst, dann aber auch die 
Darstellung solcher Ereignisse bezeichnet, ahnlich etwa wie unser 
aventiure, Wir diirfen also den Satz aufstellen: Spapzara tpayixa 


1 Cf. the passage above from Philostratus, where 000: 3payarixol are illustrated. 
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bedeutet in spaterer Zeit nichts als schlechthin Darstellungen von 
ernsten, ergreifenden oder furchtbaren Stoffen, und wenn wir uns 
der weitverbreiteten Gleichsetzung von fragisch und heroisch erinnern, 
so diirfen wir auch behaupten: Darstellungen heroischen Inhaltes.”’ 
Spdyara tpaycxa, then, as applied to the poems of Pindar (Suidas 
s. v. [év8apos), would be descriptive of the character of the contents 
of the poems (sid. p. 558): ‘Die fragliche Angabe ist vielmehr 
eine zusammenfassende Characterisirung der gesammten melischen 
Dichtungen Pindars. .. .’’ The reference to Rohde is Gr. Rom., 
p. 350, but Immisch misunderstands Rohde’s position. It is Nicolai 
who derives the generic use of the word dpaua from the meaning 
‘gefahrliches, bedenkliches Ereigniss.’ Rohde opposes this view 
(see p. 3, above). The view that has been suggested here is that 
Spaa signifies a representation of action of any sort, whether tragic 
or not. There seems almost a tacit acknowledgment that this is so 
in Immisch’s own words, for a distinction is there made between 
Spapara and Spapara tpayixa. Why should the adjective rpay:xa be 
necessary if Spdyara itself means representations of ‘gefiahrliche, 
bedenkliche Ereignisse’? Spayara xwpixa are also spoken of; 
cf. Diog. Laert. IX, 110, of Timon. The passage in Proclus, upon 
which Immisch lays stress, is Com. in Remp. Plat., p. 53, 5 (Schoell), 
where Proclus, speaking of the lines in the Repudbiic (p. 615¢) where 
the Pamphylian tyrant Ardiaeus is referred to (yépovra re warépa 
droxreivas xal wpeoBurepoy ddeAdov xai dArAa 8) wodAd Te Kai dyvdow 
elpyacpévos), Says: doa xarareivee wept rav év"Acdov Anfewv, wept re 
TO OTOMLOV TO PUKWLEVOY Kai Ta TpayiKa wept Tov Apdiatov Spayara du- 
tpiBwv (cf. p. §7, 34). Immisch calls special attention to the last 
mepi as tending to show that 8pduara means not ‘die Thaten des 
Ardiaeus selbst,’ but ‘das Verweilen Platos bei den von Ardiaeus 
erzahiten furchtbaren Geschichten’ (p. 557). It is to be said that 
the wepi does not make this view a necessary one, as a consideration 
of two other passages will show. The first is from Proclus, p. 109, 8, 
where the same Ardiaeus and his dpdyara are in question: éxdpevov 
Sy ras ex trav troyeiwy tTémwv TovTo Td wabos tropévay, dd piv ra ev 
“Avdov Spduara xal pddiora ra wept tov ‘Apdiatov éxrperopévas rots 
tupavvixois Bious, Pepoudvas St duws ws adxpod Kai xovews peoras eis 
ras xOovias (was xai ryv dAroyiavy Sydov (cri). It is harder to take 
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ra wept rov "Apdiwiov (Spduara) here as meaning ‘the account of the 
doings of Ardiaeus.’ The other passage is Hel. 168, 5, ovrw ré 
Spaua ro wept yuds eis drepov eunxivare, where Spaua cannot mean 
narrative. Spdyata tpayuxd referred sometimes to the rpaypdia 
proper, as Demosth., de Falsa Leg. 247, and Aelian, Var. Hist. XIII, 
18, and so E. Hiller, Hermes, 21, p. 363, understands the dpdpara 
rpayud of Timon (Diog. Laert. IX, 110). The Bovxodixa dpapara 
of Theocritus (Suidas, s. v. Mécxos) are still different (cf. Hiller, 
p- 3623). For the uses of xwpwdia and rpaypdia see Immisch’s 
article. Attention may be called to the epic poem called Orests 
tragocdia (Behrens, Poet. Lat. Min. V, p. 218 ff.), which is generally 
thought to have been written by Dracontius. A Greek poem similar 
to this and having a similar title would doubtless have been called 


a Spaua. 
2. Oéarpov. 


The word Oéarpov occurs nine times, and shows some interesting 
uses. Fora general discussion of the various uses of the word in 
Greek literature, Albert Miiller’s Lehrbuch der Griechischen Bihnen- 
alterthimer, p. 48f., may be consulted. 


a) Used of the theatre structure itself, the word occurs 119, 8, xai 
To Oéarpov éyivero vuxrepwwov BovAevrypiov. <A place of assembly for 
the people. In 121, 13, the meeting breaks up and the people pre- 
pare for war, 76 58 Oéarpov els rov woAepov SceAvero. Here the word 
refers accurately not to the building but to those assembled in it. 
The name is easily transferred, of course, from the building itself 
to the assemblage. 


5) The word refers in one instance distinctly to the auditorium. 
185, 12, 9 wodts S& wowep ex Oedrpov wepreoraoa tov reiyous 7OA0GEra 
Tyv Oéav. tyv Oéav is the contest between Thyamis and Petosiris 
before the walls of the city. The people on the wall are as a row 
of judges. 

¢) The word is used, as in earlier Greek, of the audience. 
97, 13, xal haveion way piv rd Oéarpov ep daurnv éxéorpaper, db6y & 
Taxa. ovdeis tov Beayévous dfOarpor. 


4.14 


4.2 


4.| 


Tit 
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251, 7, Tore dy wai of AlOiowes xAnowdoavres dowep dx exxAnoias Tay 
wopOpeiwy pos TO wokLopKovpevoy Oéarpov rorade dAcyov. 


It will be noticed that in the latter of these two cases the refer- 
ence is not to a real audience assembled in a theatre, but to the 
people of a besieged town who are standing on the walls of the city, 
waving flags of truce. 


ad) A. Miller leaves it undecided whether @éarpov was ever used 
of the play itself or not; p. 49: ‘Wenn ferner Lexikographen 
lehren, dass Oéarpow auch fiir Schauspiel oder Theaterstiick stehe, so 
sind die fiir diese Bedeutung anzufiihrenden Stellen derart, dass 
auch der als der erste aufgestellte Gebrauch des Wortes zugelassen 
werden kann.” The passages from the Lexicographers referred to 
are Hesych. Oéarpov: Oéapa 7 ovwaypa, and Phot. Gearjp: 6 7d Oéarpov 
Spay, 4 76 Oéarpov ovmoray. The word is used metaphorically of a 
spectacle twice in Heliodorus. 

4, 7, wat puptov dos 6 Sainwv éxi puxpod rot xwpiov Seecxevace, 
olvoy aivare pudvas Kal ovpwocias woAEuov emoryous, povovs Kai rdrovs, 
orovdds kal ogayds émovvaipas, xai rootrov Oéarpov Ayorais Alyumriots 
drideitas. of yap 59 xara To Gpos Gewpods éavrods ravde xabicavres obd2 
oundva ry oxyvyy éduvavro. 

249, 10, rédos St rds xeipas els rovs wodeutous dpéyorres Trois xwpacty 
édeordras xai Oearpov ra wdOy Ta éxcivwy wocoupsévous. 


There is one similar passage in Achilles Tatius, I, 16, xai rd 
Béarpov exidaxvivas tov wrepov (of a peacock). Liddell and Scott 
give, 1 Ep. Cor. 4, 9, Oéarpov yernOijva: = GearpiLec Ga. 


¢) 77, 28, éwet 8% 4 ropwy cai 6 ovpras évayiopos eredéobn—. ai 
piv ovk eredéaOy, wdrep, trodkaBov 6 Kyyjypov. cue yotv ovxw Geary 6 
ods éxiarnoe Adyos, AAA’ els wacav twepBoAny yrrypeov Tis dxpodcews 
kai abrorrjoat owevdovra Ty wayyyupiy Gowep Karémw dopris qKovra, 76 
rov Adyou, raparptxas, Spov re dvolfas nai xAeicas 7d Oéarpor. 


The question of a curtain in the Greek theatre has been much 
discussed. See A. Miiller, p. 168 ff., and the references there given. 
There is no passage which obliges us to assume a curtain, and 
indeed the question would seem to be decided for the theatre of 
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the sth century B.c. if we consider the stage as eliminated. Perhaps 
no further evidence for the general use of a curtain at a later 
time is needed than the well-known passages in Ovid and Horace 
and the other Latin authors.! The passage given above may point 
to some device for separating the part of the theatre devoted to the 
scenery and players from the auditorium. The explanation of the 
passage is as follows: Kalasiris is describing to Knemon a Delphic 
festival. He mentions the procession, and is then about to dismiss 
the subject with the words éred 5¢ 4 roymy, etc., and proceed with his 
story. But Knemon, who wishes to be informed of all the proceed- 
ings, interrupts with the words xai pny ovx éredéoby, etc. Kalasiris, 
in simply touching upon the procession and then dismissing it, has 
drawn the curtain aside for a moment and then immediately closed 
it again. Such may be the idea. It is not impossible, however, to 
understand the passage as referring to the opening of the back 
scene and the action of the éxxvxAnpa, or even, less specifically, 
to the opening of the theatre. Of course we could not in any 
case assume more than that there was something of the sort in 
Heliodorus’s time simply. 


f) 135, 11, wal Fv § ypads, waidapiaxos troiuaive xpéBara, yapait php 
piv wérpa mpos reprwmpy edeoras, tiv S¢ vounvy ry ady&Ay wAayios 
aitAyjpac. Suararrov. ta Se érePero, ws edoxe, xai jveixero mpos ra 
évdcotpna THs oVptyyos wowsavoueva. . .. éyéyparro Kai dpveiy dmadd 
oxiprypata* Kai of pev dyeAnddv eri riv wérpay dvarpéxovres, of St wept 
Tov vouéa KUKXoUs dyepwxous eEeXirrovres, rorpencxoy Oéarpov éwedeixvucay 
TOV Kpni.vor. 


The position taken by the flute-player during the performance of 
a play is not known.? In the regular cyclic choruses he stood in 
the centre of the chorus.’ A. Miiller understands the OvpéAy in the 
Greek theatre to be a platform erected for the evolutions of the 
chorus,‘ though he implies that there was also a platform of some 


1 See Miiller, p. 169°; cf. Apul. Met. X, 29 (on Grecian soil), and I, 8. 

2 Haigh, The Attic Theatre, p. 276. 

8 Cf. Wieseler, Ueber die Thymele des Griech. Theaters, p. 42, and references. 
4 Bithnenalt., p. 129. 
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sort for the flute-players and the cithara-players. Apparently, how- 
ever, he does not look upon this as being in the centre of the 
orchestra.* He opposes O. Miiller’s view, that the OvpéAy was an 
altar in the centre of the orchestra about which the chorus made its 
evolutions, and on the steps of which the leader of the chorus took 
his stand.* Pickard, in his Der Standort der Schauspieler und des 
Chors im Griechischen Theater des fiinften Jahrhunderts, p. 12 ff., 28 f£., 
has recently gone back nearer to O. Miiller’s position. He places 
the musicians on a part of the @vpéA7y in the centre of the orchestra. 
The passage from Heliodorus quoted above is decisive in regard 
to the position of the atAnrys, though whether it is not an inde- 
pendent cyclic chorus the writer has in mind rather than a dramatic 
chorus, is not so certain. Heliodorus is describing the workmanship 
on an amethyst. The youth stands upon a rock, he says, and guides 
his herds by the music of his flute. The young rams sport about 
him. Some surge toward the rock, others wheel in circles about it. 
In so doing, ropenxov Oéarpov éwredeixvvoay rov xpypvov.’ It is clear 
that the young rams, running and frisking, suggest to Heliodorus 
a chorus dancing, but the meaning of O@éarpoy here is peculiar. 
wowpevixov Oéarpov cannot be a pastoral spectacle; the whole scene, 
including rock and rams, might be called a spectacle, but hardly 
the rock alone. The reference cannot be to a stage, for the chorus 
would perform its evolutions before or on the stage, not round it. 
The words soimenxov Oéarpov éredeixvvoay rov Kxpynpvov = ‘thereby 
(#.e. by running and jumping and wheeling their circles) they make 
the rock (for the time being) a pastoral @éarpov.’ The reference is 
clearly to a pulpitum of some sort, upon which the flute-player took 
his stand and about which the chorus performed its evolutions. 
It seems probable that this pulpitum was in the centre of the 
orchestra, and was the @vpéAy, or at least some part of the @uypdy. 
The words of Heliodorus would seem to imply that he had in mind 
something resembling the cyclic choruses rather than the regular 
square chorus of the tragedy, but whether an independent cyclic 





1 p. 130, and references. 2 p. 368". 

8p. 131. 4 So Haigh, p. 132 ff. 

6 We are reminded of the dolphins in Ov. Met. III, 685, sngue chors ludunt 
speciem, etc. 
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chorus or one in conjunction with a play, it is impossible to deter- 
mine. In any case the passage is pretty clear evidence on the 
position taken by the flute-player in some choruses in the theatre 
in the time of the writer. It is perhaps hard to believe that 
choruses of any sort were so common in the age of Heliodorus as 
such a reference, applied to his own times, would seem to imply.? 
On the other hand, it is hardly conceivable that in an allusion of 
this sort he could refer to anything that was not more or less 
familiar to himself and his readers —that he could have in mind 
a feature that belonged to a period several centuries earlier than 
himself and was known only as an antiquity. A difficulty arises 
in connection with the position of the @vzéAy in the time of Helio- 
dorus. After the theatre had acquired a stage, the 6vué&Ay came 
somewhere near the line of division between the stage and the 
orchestra (see Suidas and Et. Mag. s. v. oxyvj). Under such a 
condition of things, where are we to suppose the flute-player to 
have stood, when it happened that his services were needed in 
conjunction with a chorus? Probably still, in any case, in the 
centre of the chorus. 


3. oKNVY. 


The uses of the word oxyvy in Heliodorus do not offer much 
variety. It is used of the ‘stage’ (or that part of the theatre 
devoted to the actors) and of a spectacle. 


a) For oxnvq in general of the ‘stage,’ see A. Miiller, Buhnenalt., 
p. 53. The following are the passages in Heliodorus : — 


44, 22, ryv & drpoaddxnroy Ths Keapéevns éexiyvwow worep éxi oxnvis 
Sainovas drediSpacxes. 

62, 7, xat wpa co. To Spaya xabamep éxi oxnvas THY Acyw Sacxevaecv. 

100, 28, npxounv wowep ext oxyvys THS troxpiceus. 

132, 20, xai tis 6 xaOawep ext oxyvas dvayvwpiopos. 

284, 22, Ovyarépa éunv worep ert oxnvys e€ dropwy éaurny Kal olor éx 
Byxavns dvadaivouca. 


1 And yet witness the elaborate chorus and ballet in Apul. Met. X, 29 ff. 
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It will be observed that the expression is the same in all these 
passages. Cf. Arist. Poet. 24, 4, ro éxi oxyvis . . . pépos. 


b) In five cases the word means a spectacle. This meaning is not 
recorded by A. Miller, though Liddell and Scott refer to Anth. P. 
10, 72, oxyvy was 6 Bios. 

4, 9, Kgi rovovroy Oéarpov Ayorais Alyumrios émdeigas. of yap Sy 
Kara To Opos Oewpors davrois ravie xabicavres obdt cunévar THY oKyViy 
éSvvavro. 

48, 6, od St xai dcarovrios yeas érépay xaP yudv oxyvav Arruy xa 
dy Alyvrry tpayydjcovca. 

129, 2, Wowep OKNVAV TA Huérepa Kal Spaya weroinpevos. 

168, 6, ovrw ro Spapya ro wept Has els drepov éunxivare, xal wacav 
Aovrov oxyvny trepPOeyyerat. 

175, 18, oxyvis twos odx ebayots peév, tails S&¢ Aiyurrias émxwpta- 
Lovons Oewpos eyivero. 


The idea of scene here is not that of scenery, but of the acted 
drama. 


4. Aapmrddiov Spaparos. 


310, 26, ot youv xat wadar ovuBddAav expyv Ste wy wporievrat of Oeot 
ryv evrperLopnerny Ovoiav, viv pév tHv wavoABiov Xapixraay é abrav 
goi trav Bupov Ovyarépa dvadeifavres, xai rov ravrys tpodéa, xabdmrep ex 
pnxavis, éx péons ras EdAdéos évratOa dvarduparres, abfis ryv mroiay 
kal Tov rapaxov Trois xpooBwpios immos wai Bovoiv émPBaddAovres, xat 
To StaxorjoerOu ra TeAcwrepa vouiLoueva rwv lepecwy ovuBadAEv mapé- 
xXovres * viv THv Kopwrida rav dyabwv Kai worep Aapradov Spaparos Tov 
vupdiov rs Kopys Tovrovi Tov £évov veaviay dvapyvavres. 


Charikleia and Theagenes have been taken captive and reserved 
by the Ethiopian king as a sacrifice to the gods in celebration of his 
victory in war. ‘The preparations are all completed, and the people 
assembled. Then a series of unexpected events takes place, which 
results in the release of the two lovers. Charikleia proves that she 
is the king’s own daughter, who has been exposed, when a child, 
by the queen, but, having been rescued, has been brought up by 
the priest Charikles, and is given her freedom. Charikles, who is 
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supposed to be in Greece, suddenly appears on the scene. A 
giraffe, which is brought as a present to the king by the repre- 
sentative of one of the neighboring tribes, causes a panic among 
the horses and oxen which stand ready to be sacrificed. Theagenes 
shows his strength and skill by quieting a furious steer, and thereby 
gains the good-will of the people. It appears finally (ry xopwvida 
Tov dya0ay Kat worep apmradiov Spaparos) that Theagenés, whom 
Charikleia has at first given out to be her brother, is the betrothed 
of the girl. He is released, and human sacrifice is abandoned for 
all future time. The words given above are spoken by Sisimithres 
the priest, who is urging the king to free the prisoner and do away 
with human sacrifice altogether. 

The reference contained in the words Aapradov Spaparos is a 
puzzle. The only attempt at an explanation which I have seen is 
that made by Koraes in his commentary to the Aethiopica, Vol. II, 
p. 367. Koraes, relying upon a passage in Pollux in which the 
Aapmradiov is mentioned as a comic mask, imagines something here 
not unlike the Commedia dell’ Arte of the modern Italians. He 
supposes that the Aapuradiov was a character who regularly appeared 
on the stage at a certain period of the action, toward the close of 
the play. The passage in Pollux is IV, 151 ff., where the masks 
of the young women of the Comedy are enumerated and described. 
They are given in the following order: Aexrixy, ovAn, xopy, Yevdo- 
Kopy, érépa Wevdoxopy, orapromoAos AExTiKy, madAaxy, éraiptxov TEAELOY, 
ératpidiov wpatov, d:axpvoos éraipa, éraipa Stapirpos, Aapradiov, aBpa 
wepixoupos, Beparatvidioy mapayyorov. The Aapumadoyv is described 
thus: ro 8 Aapradov iSéav rpryav dyer wA€yparos eis o€d droAnyovros, 
dd’ ov xat xéxAnra.? Of course it does not follow that, because 


1 p. 367, éx ray ris xwupdlas rpoowxwy perevhvexrar 7d Aapwddiov:> ob yap rd 
dwoxopiorixdy THs Nauwddos évraida cnpalve, GAAA wpbowwoy NY oUTWS drvopafdperoy, véas 
yuvaixds, cad kal rapa Trois vewrdpas, xal udducra rots Iradois, elol rua wpbowma éy 
Tots Gedrpors, ob Trois drduact ubvor, dA\Ad Kal T7 Hruxlg, Kal 7] poppy, xal Tp CTOAD, Hv 
del Pépery eliOacr, xal ry xpbry, ead’ Sy éwl oxnrfs wpoiévar voulfera:, lddtorra xat 
Ta&y dddwy é&mraypeva. Fy 82 7d Aauwddcoy rdv éxl rp rAr\a rod Spduaros wapiyrwy 
Tpocwray, ws your dori elxdoer éx Tod TloNvdetxous, Os év 77 KarapiOuhoa TOS» xwpxdv 
mporwrwy wpd to Trav redevralwy aurd rlOnow. 

2So Dindorf. Bekker reads 7d 8¢ Aauwddwr [8a rprxywv rréyuarés eoriy els 
6g), etc. The MSS. are at variance. See Dindorf, IV, p. 828. 
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Pollux mentions the Aauwadov near the end of the list, it therefore 
appeared toward the close of the play. Reasoning thus, we should 
be justified in assuming that all the characters mentioned appeared 
in every play and in the order given. Pollux’s order seems rather 
to be based on the relative importance which the characters had, 
either actually or in his thoughts, or on the relative frequency with 
which the masks were used. Perhaps all that we can assume here, 
if we can assume even so much, is that the Aayuradiov was not one of 
the most important characters in such plays as it appeared (or was 
not one of the most frequently used masks), and that it was either 
a meretrix or a slave-girl. Disregarding, however, Pollux’s order, it 
is quite possible, taking the passage by itself, that Koraes is right, 
but there is nothing, so far as I know, to recommend this view of 
the passage except the one reference to the Aaprdédov in Pollux. 
We know nothing further about the character, and it is difficult for 
us to believe that the New Comedy had set characters who appeared 
at set points in the action.’ Koraes, after his explanation, acknowl- 
edges that he is not quite clear in his mind as to the meaning of the 
reference, and thinks that perhaps Heliodorus was not clear himself. 
But, whether this latter was the case or not, the phrase must have 
meant something to somebody sometime, and it must have had a 
history. It is possible that the explanation is to be sought in some 
other direction than in that of the Pollux passage. 

Strikingly parallel to the words of Heliodorus is Plut. An Seni 
Respub. IX (Moralia, 789), 6 d¢ rov éuBeBiwxora woditixats pager Kal 
Suyywnopevoy ovK eay eri rHv 8¢5a Kai Thy Kopwvida rod Biov mpoedbely, 
dAX’ dvaxadovpevos, al Kehevwy worep éf Gb00 paxpas peraBarécOu. .. . 
We can hardly doubt that the explanation of each of these two 
passages is the same, but of the two explanations of the present 
passage which I have seen neither seems probable. Liddell and 
Scott (s. v. dais) render: ‘to come to the /uneral-torch, i.e. end of 
life.’ Similarly, the translator in P/utarch's Morals, tr. by several 
hands, cor. and rev. by Goodwin, Vol. V, p. 77: ‘to go on to his 


1 In this connection the Atellan plays of course occur to us, as also a possibly 
existing variety of the Punch and Judy show. But I know of no evidence that 


could help us out on the present passage. 
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funeral torch and the conclusion of his life.’ Liddell and Scott 
further refer to Prop. 4, 12, 46,1 viximus insignes inter utramque 
jacem. The two forches here referred to are the marriage torch 
and the funeral torch, but the passage is far from being parallel 
to the Greek passages. In the Latin poem the words in question 
come in quite naturally; the funeral torch has been mentioned in 
line 10, and the marriage torch in line 33, and the reference to the 
two torches in line 46 follows quite in order. It is something very 
different to refer without explanation to a single period of a man’s 
life as tke torch of life. There would be as much reason to suppose 
the period referred to was the time of marriage as the time of death. 
Koraes, in his edition of Plutarch’s ra wodcrexd, p. 126, remarks that 
the reference in the Plutarch passage is to the torch-race. It is 
hard to see how this can be, however, and Koraes vouchsafes no 
explanation. The expression éxi ryv dada is equally inapplicable, 
whether we understand that in the race the torch was passed from 
hand to hand, or that the aim was to carry a lighted torch from 
starting-point to finish without allowing it to be extinguished.? 
Still, though we reject both these explanations, we seem to have 
made some advance. If the two Greek passages are to receive 
one explanation, does not the use of the word dais in Plutarch 
make it certain that Heliodorus’s Aaumrddiiov was not the mask so 
called ? 

Koraes is undoubtedly right in placing the Aapradov Spaparos, 
whatever its nature, near the close of the piece. It may come in 
as a climax of some sort, or it may be simply a closing feature of 
the play. Either view would seem to fit the thought of Heliodorus 
(as well as that of Plutarch). Of course it must be a more or less 
common feature of the drama; otherwise, its use, as in Heliodorus, 
would be unintelligible. We are advised by the difficulty of identi- 
fying the Aapwradov of Heliodorus with the Aapradoy of Pollux, as 


1 Paley, 5, 11, 46. 

2 Quite singular, and perhaps more to the point, is the race described in Hel. 
Bk. IV, chap. 1 ff. Charikleia stands at the end of the race-course with a lighted 
torch in her left hand and a palm-shoot in her right. Then Theagenes and another 
Start on the run, the contest being apparently to see which shall be the one to 
snatch the torch from the girl’s hand. The palm is the meed of victory. 
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well as by the Plutarch passage, to go back for an explanation to 
the theory of a real torch, which Koraes rejects.’ 

The solution may be connected with the solution of another 
unsolved problem — one itself connected with the illustrated manu- 
scripts of Terence. These manuscripts —the Vatican, the Ambro- 
sian, and the Paris —have preceding each play representations of 
the masks used in that play, and before each scene a drawing of the 
characters immediately about to appear. No complete and accurate 
reprint of these drawings has yet been made,’ and it is therefore 
impossible to study them as they should be studied,’ but samples 
are given by Seroux d’Agincourt, Histoire de [Art par les Monuments, 
and by Wieseler, Zheatergebdude und Denkmdaler des Biihnenwesens. 
D’ Agincourt, T. V, Pl. XXXV, 2, and Wieseler, Pl. V, 27, give a 
selection of the masks which precede the Phormio. The selection 
consists of six masks, and in addition there is a lighted torch. The 
torch as here given is in the middle, three masks being on each side. 
How it appears in the manuscripts is uncertain. Mme. Dacier, Zes 
Comédies de Terence, traduites en Francois, Ed. III, T. I (Preface, 
p. xxxii), says that the torch is beneath the masks and at one side. 
D’ Agincourt had the Vatican MS. before him, Mme. Dacier had the 
Paris MS. According to one account, the masks follow each other 
in the MSS. in the order in which the characters enter.* What the 
meaning of the torch is, and why it should appear among the masks, 





1 Aaurupls and Aauwds were names of meretrices, Ath. XITI, 583, and Naevius 
seems to have written a play called Lampadso (see Varro, L. L. VII, 107). 
Cf. the name Phanium in the Phormio. Menander wrote a play called Sdnoy 
(Ath. XIII, 567). If a character by the name of Aauwddio»v appeared in many 
plays under similar circumstances, the name might conceivably become a sort of 
by-word. This is far from probable, however. It may be thought a possibility that 
the word 3pduaros in Heliodorus refers not to the drama in general, but specifically 
to the adventures of Theagenes and Charikleia. In that case, A\aurddwor Spduaros 
would mean, not a dramatic torch, but the torch of the action. If this is true, we 
should expect to read Aayrddwr rod Spduaros. Even then, Aauwddior would still 


need explanation. 


2 But see p. 43- 
8 For the literature on the subject, see A. Miiller, Biknenalt., p. 199°. The 


publications of De Berger, Fortiguera, and Von Coquelines I have not seen. 
4 Leo, Rhein. Mus. XX XVIII, 1883, p. 335°: 
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no one has yet determined. Mme. Dacier (I, Preface, p. xxxii), 
unable to explain it, concluded that it was not a torch at all, but a 
pair of flutes. Wieseler (p. 66) thought it might possibly be a 
Bacchic symbol, but was unable to explain its presence among the 
masks. Whether Mme. Dacier was right or not in her conjecture, 
can of course be determined only by an examination of the MSS. 
themselves. The representation from the Vatican MS. given by 
d’Agincourt and Wieseler bears no resemblance to a pair of flutes, 
nor does that given by Mme. Dacier herself from the Paris MS. 
Wieseler’s suggestion would apply rather to the Greek comedy than 
to the Roman. Simply as a Bacchic symbol and nothing more, we 
can hardly understand why the torch should appear here. If, how- 
ever, we can assume that there was some formality of which the 
torch was a feature connected with the production of a Greek 
comedy, and that this formality, even though its significance was lost 
or but indistinctly understood, was transferred and retained upon 
Roman soil, then the presence of the torch would perhaps become 
intelligible. Thus, we can imagine that it may have been the 
custom in the Greek theatre, at the conclusion of a piece, for one 
Or more persons to come forth and make a burnt-offering to the 
god, or even to march across the orchestra with lighted torch in 
symbolic reference to Dionysus. The formality, as a formality and 
nothing more, might then be transferred to Rome. The torch in 
that case, as having an actual function to perform in connection 
with the play, would not be so much out of place among the masks. 
It would be to the end of the piece much as the frologus (who also 
appears in the MSS.) is to the beginning. 

It is certainly a coincidence. that Pollux mentions a mask called 
Aapradkov, and that in these MSS. a torch appears among the masks. 
It could not very well be the case, however, I imagine, that the 
torch should be symbolic for the mask called Aapradov. There 
is no reason why, if the mask Aapradov is meant, it should not 
be drawn, like the rest, instead of being expressed symbolically. 
Moreover, the number of masks represented by Mme. Dacier 
(thirteen) is the same as the number of speaking characters in 
the Phormio (excluding the frofogus and the cantor). It seems 
more probable that an actual torch appeared somewhere in con- 
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nection with the play, either in the course of the action or 
at the close. A comparison of the Terentian group of masks 
with several Pompeian groups, reproduced by C. Robert in the 
Archdologisthe Zatung, 36, Taf. 3-5 and p. 20, lends support to 
this view. Pl. III is a representation of four masks used in some 
play based on the myth of Andromeda, presumably by Euripides.! 
Besides the masks, are represented the head of a sea-monster and, 
near the mask of Perseus, a short sword and a second article, 
which Robert makes out to be a wallet. The sword and the 
wallet undoubtedly appeared in the play as attributes of Perseus. 
Pl. V, 1 shows, in addition to four masks, a sword and shoulder- 
strap, a bag, a spear or sceptre, and a staff.* The articles are so 
arranged in the picture as to show the character of the masks. 
In Pl. V, 2, we find, besides the masks, a cithara and a wine-jar, 
doubtless attributes of a meretrix.* Similarly, in the other groups, 
more or less stage-property is represented. It is not impossible, 
therefore, that the torch in the Terence group was used by one of 
the characters in the play, either as an attribute or at some point in 
the action. 

It is noticeable that the torch appears only in connection with 
the Pormio, How a torch could have any connection with the 
action of the PAormiv, or wherein this play differs so greatly from 
the other plays of Terence, it is hard to understand. If this torch 
has any connection with the Aapwrador of Heliodorus, it would seem 
as though it should be a feature that appears oftener than in one 
play in six. The fact that it appears in the MSS. but once, how- 
ever, does not, as Wieseler remarks,‘ exclude the possibility that it 
belonged to some or all of the other plays as well. It may be mere 
chance that it appears this once. 

But, whether the article depicted in the MSS. is really a torch or 
only a pair of flutes, and whether it stands in connection with any 
one of the masks of the piece or is by itself and alone, can be 
determined only by a careful examination of the MSS. themselves. 
We can at present only conjecture how a torch may have found a 





1C£ Robert, Arch. Zeit., 36, p. 13 ff. 2 Cf. Robert, p. 20 f. 
® Cf, Robert, p. 21. 4 Theatergeb. u. Denkm., p. 66. 
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place in the Comedy. It may, as above suggested, have been 
brought in at the close of the play as a piece of religious formality. 
Conceivably it may have been brought in by a dumb character at or 
near the close as symbolic of the happy marriage of the lovers of 
the piece. We can believe that enough comedies may have ended 
in this way to give meaning to the words of Heliodorus.' 

Perhaps the correct explanation of our passages is furnished by 
reference to the Eleusinian Mysteries.* The proceedings in these 
Mysteries constituted a dpayua,® and an important feature of the 
Spada was the appearance, toward the end, of a sudden light out 
of darkness. I give at some length, as being worthy of notice, the 
passages bearing on this latter point. Themist. in Stob. Flor., 120, 
28 (Meineke, IV, 107), rére 58 wrdoxer waBos ofov of rererais peydAas 
xaropyu{opevo. . . . wAdvaL Ta wpwra Kal Trepdpopal Komwdas Kal dd 
oxoTous tives Urorrot mopeia Kal dréAcoro, elra mpd Tov TéAovs avrov 
ra Seva wavra, ppixy Kal tpopos Kat pws cal OauBos: éx dé rovrov 
pus re Oavpacrov daryvrnce.... Plut. de Prof. in Virt. X. (p. 81°), ws 
yap of reAovpevor kar’ dpxas év OopvBy xat Boy wpos dAAnAos wOovpevor 
cuviact, Spwpévwy 88 Kal Sexvupevuv trav lepwv, rpocéxovow 45n pera 
oPov xai ows: ovTw Kai pirocodias ev dpyy. ... 6 8 evris yevo- 
pevos, kai pus peéya idwv.... Cf. Themist. Or. XX, p. 2355, 7 re ducxAn 
éxeivy xai 7d védos dOpows ireppyyvwro Kai eLehaivero 6 vots ex rov 
Babous, péyyous dvaxrAews xai dyAalas dvri rov rporépov oxorov, ‘Adpo- 
Sirn 88 wapqv Sgdovyotvr. ... Apul. Met. XI, 23, accessé conjfinium 
mortis et calcato Proserpinae limine per omnia vectus clementa remeavi, 
nocte media vidi solem candido coruscantem lumine, deos inferos et deos 
superos accessi coram. Mention is often made in connection with 
the proceedings of torches and of the official called Sq8odyxos.4 The 


1 The word we should rather expect, perhaps, of a real torch brought on the 
stage, is Naurds, and not Aaurddiov. Still the use of the diminutive is not at all 
an insuperable objection to the theory. 

2 This explanation was suggested to me by Prof. F. D. Allen. 

8 Clem. Alex. Protrep. p. 9 (Heinsius, ed. 1688), And 8& xat Képn, dpipa 73 
éyerdcOny pvoruby: xal rhy wrdvnv xal Thy dprayhy xal 1d wévOos abraiy ‘E)evols 
Sg8ouxe?, Homer. Hymn. in Dem. 477, Spnopoctyny O° lepd». Arist. Eleus. I, 
Pp. 256, rd Spdyeva. Plut. Profect. in Virt. X, p. 81, 8pwuéswy. And elsewhere. 

‘ Aristid. I, p. 520; Lib. IV, 189; etc. 
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Sadovxia seems to have been a grade.’ And yet the passages above 
quoted would seem to suggest that some part of the initiation pro- 
ceedings was characterized by the use of torches and the presence 
of a great light. So, the critical point of a man’s life might very 
well come to be referred to as the dats of his life, and the climax 
of a Spayza such as that described by Heliodorus, would, we may 
imagine, be likened to a Aaurakov dpayaros. This theory has not 
a little to say for itself, inasmuch as phrases and words which are 
derived from religious customs and observances are just the sort of 
things which are apt to get into the everyday language and to stick 
when once there. 

And here I will leave this question at present. It is possible 
that similar phrases to those of Heliodorus and Plutarch are to be 
found in the late authors, Greek or Latin, but I have as yet found 
none such.? 


5. Mpoavaparvnats, mpoeodd.ov. 
244, 10, kal Hv worep tv Spapari rpoavadwryncis Kal mpoecodiov To 
yevopevov. 


For discussions of this passage, I refer to A. Miiller, Buhknenalter- 
thiimer, p. 366, and Rohde, Rhein. Mus. 38, p. 265 ff. 


6. emecoKuK\eéw. 
63, 7, éreacodiov 5) rTovro, ovdéy pact mpos Tov Atowoor, érac- 
auxAnoas. 


The technical word for ‘rolling’ a person into the presence of 
the spectators was éxxvxAew: Ar. Thesm. 95; Ach. 408, 409. The 





1(/f. Theo. Smyrn. Math. I, p. 18 (Lobeck, Aglaoph. I, p. 38). 

2 I will make mention of one further idea that has occurred to me. The fact 
that the word xopwols is used by both Heliodorus and Plutarch, combined with the 
further fact that there was apparently a something called xopwxls which was of 
the nature of a closing flourish to book or chapter, suggests that the Aauwrddcop 
may also have been a scroll of some sort. For the xopwls, consult Birt, Das 
antike Buchwesen, pp. 102, 444, 468; Schwarz, de ornamentis librorum apud veteres 
usttatis, 2d dissertatio, paragraph xvi. 
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opposite of this action was of course expressed by eoxvx\éw: Ar. 
Thesm. 265. This technical use of the words probably continued 
as long as the theatre continued. Cf. Philost. Vit. Ap. VI, 11, 
Pp. 245, -.. 9v és ro mpocdopov ‘Ivdci oreiAavres Eb tyANs Te Kal 
Ocias pynxavys éxxuxAovow (not, of course, of the éx«vxAnpa proper). 
Clem. Alex. Protrep. p. 9, rots ... Oeovs ... olov éxi oxnvas tov Biov 

. éxxuxAjow.! Sometimes, however, the words were used less 
technically, and the point of view taken was rather that of the 
auditorium than that of the oxnvy. So eioxvxAéw is often used much 
like éxxvxAéw, and that as early as Lucian at least. Cf. Luc. Philops. 
29, kat ro ToU Aoyou, Oeov dro pyxavys eracKvxAnFivai por TovTov Mpnv 
tro THs TUXns. The change is of course quite natural. The word is 
used similarly by Aristophanes himself where the reference is not 
directly to the theatre; cf. Ar. Vesp. 1475. Then often metaphor- 
ically: Luc. de hist. cons., 13; deor. conc., 9; Ath. VI, 100; etc. 
Pollux calls the machine on which the éxxvxAnpa rolled, the 
cloxvxAnpa (IV, 128). 


7. TapeyKuKAnpa. 
186, 28, érepov éyivero mapeyxvxAnpa Tov Spaparos 7 XapixAea. 


This passage has been discussed by A. Miiller, Philol. 23, p. 33149. 
Cf. also Droysen, Quaest. de Arist. re scaen., p. 25 ff. 


8, €m1eLoOOLoV. 


Heliodorus uses the word ézecod:ov three times, each time of an 
action or narrative which forms a whole by itself and may be looked 
upon as a sort of digression or interruption to the main action or 
narrative. So in 63, 7, &dabes yap pe puxpod Kai els wépas Tq Aoyy 
diaBiBalwv, éraccdiov 5) rovro, ody dact mpos tov Acovvaoy, érac- 
xuxAyjoas, the érecodov is a digression from the main story. In 11, 26, 
ox éy xap@ yévor’ ay éracodiov tpiv rov tperépwv ra tua eracpépev 


1 Heinsius reads éyxuxAfow, but éxxucd\éw and éxxtcdrnyuas are often written with 
ay in the MSS. Cf. A. Miiller, BAnenalt., p. 147%. This is due perhaps toa 
confusion of sound combined with a change in the point of view similar to that 
mentioned above. 
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xaxa, Knemon’s narrative is referred to. In 185, 15, xavov éraco- 
diov ererpaypda rots dpwucvos, worep eis dyraywnopa Spayaros dpyiyw 
dA\Aov rapacdépovoa, the scene is the fight about the walls, which 
is pictured in the writer’s mind as a stage action (cf. 185, 12, 4 wodks 
8: dorep éx Oedrpov, etc.). érecodov refers to the turn given to 
affairs by the unexpected arrival of Kalasiris. Heliodorus seems, 
however, to have been not quite clear in his mind as to what he 
wished to say; dpxyv adAov (Spayaros) is something quite different 
from éracodov. Can we believe, as the words would seem to 
suggest, that there were still dywves at the time? For further 
evidence on dydwves in the time of the Emperors, see A. Miiller, 
Biihnenalt., p. 313 ff. 


9. Tpaywddw. 
Tpaypoew is used once, quite regularly in the sense fo represent. 
48, 6, érépay cal quay oxyviv “Arrixny Kai év Alytrrg rpaye- 
Sycovca. 
10, emTpaywoew. 


a) émritpay~déw is used, as elsewhere in late Greek, meaning # 
utter in a tragic manner, to rant. 


6, 25, » wey Tavra érerpaywoa. 198, 17, 7 Ot érerpaygda. 
The reference in each case is to a long tragic lamentation. 
6) Elsewhere the ém- has the force of in addition. 


69, 7, érerpaypda rtovrm re Spdpare cai Erepov wabos 5 Salpwy. 
185, 15, xavov érecodioy ererpaypde tots Spwpevois. 


11, TpayuKos. 
The word presents no uncommon uses. 
@) 129, 4, worep oxyvav Ta Buerepa Kat Spapa wemoinpévos. Ti ody 
ovx troréuvopey avTov THY TpaytKny TatTyY Toincw ; 
b) 187, 22, wat dywy 6 & aiparos xpiOjcerOa mpocdoxwpevos els 
KwptKoV €K TpaytKoD TO TéAOS KaTEeoTpEde. 
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The reference is to the hand-to-hand contest, which, instead of 
turning out seriously, had an unexpectedly happy ending. xwpixov 
= having such an ending as comedies have, #.¢., a happy ending. 


€) 194, 18, ef TO rpayixoy THs olxncews Kal txrépoyKoy Kal mpos KaKod 
yevnodpevov avrots breidovro. 


The house to which the lovers were conveyed was destined to 
play an unfortunate part in their lives. 


@) 41, 17, Tpaytxoy Tt Kal yoepov . . . Bpvxwpevos. 


12. Tpaywods. 


II, 25, TO TOY Tpaywour. 


13. Kwp@dia. 
62, 5, 6 Atovwoos . . . xaipe pvOas Kai kwppdias gird. 


Mention has already been made of this passage above (p. 7). 


14. K@pUKos. 


187, 22, els xwpuxov éx rpayixov. See above, under rpaytxos. 


15. Mpooarevov. 


259, 13, Oyw dvdpos els dxpiBeaav worep ra mpocwmrea copilopevov. 
64, 23, olovd rpoowmreiov atryvy trndGe (5 Saipwv). 286, 7, worwep 
xpoowmelov Ty Kopy Tavra wepiGeis évrpvdg. 

The idea in the last two passages is that of the god working 
through the agency and under the disguise of a person. 


16. oKNVOypadpew. 
310, I1, pps Oeias, 7 ovpravra Tada eoxnvoypadycer. 


The word here means represented as on the stage. It is the only 
case known to me in which the word has this meaning, though 
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it is not unlikely that it occurs elsewhere. The use is quite 
parallel to oxyvy used of a spectacie, noticed above (p. 30). Similar 
1S oxyvoypaguc, following. 


17. OKNvOypaducn. 
187, 20, oxyvoypagucys éxAnpovro Garparovpyias. 
The people, as they looked at the scene passing before them, 


were filled with admiration and wonder, as if they were the spec- 
tators of a grand spectacle in the theatre. 


18. oKNVvOTOLIA. 


289, 10, ov pyv eds ro wavreres ye efexporcbyn rey zpaxrésy, GAN 
GXiyov éxmtoras, Tov re Sjpov xatorreioas dxo Tov icwy wabey xextvy- 
pévov, Kal mpos THY TKyVvowoUay THs TYyns tp Hdonps Te dua nai dAdov 
Saxpvovras. .. . 

Liddell and Scott explain the word thus: ‘/reqguent change of 
fortune, as if she was one of a nomad tribe.’ oxyvoroua sometimes 
means fent-pitching, as in Polyb. 6, 28, 3, €ore 5 9 Te Trav iwwéwy cal 
Tov reLav oxyvoroia wapaxAnctos. It seems more likely, however, in 
the present case that the word refers to the fondness of riym for 
making of the lives of mortals a theatrical spectacle. In Julian, 
Or. VII, p. 216 D, the word means a ¢heatrical display: pera ris piOay 
oxyvoroias. Cf. also 217A. rvxy plays a prominent part in all the 
Greek novels ; cf. Rohde, Gr. Rom., p. 276 ff., 378', 4362, etc. Also 
the daiuwv. Both the daiuzev and rvyy are conceived of as the moving 
agencies of dpapara; eg. Hel. 69, 7, éxerpaywda rovry re Spapare 
Kai €repov waOos 6 Saiuwv, and Ach. Tat., I, 3, ypxero rot Spapyaros 
4 tUxy Cf. also Chariton, IV, 4, éxet 5& 9 ircKawos riyy Spapua 
oxvOpwrov ipiv wepiréBaxe. . . . The figure was probably a familiar 
one. It occurs again in the Byzantine historian Theophylactus, 
IV, 6, dépew ris dmraciov rixys Ta Spayara.! Heliodorus gives no 
evidence of a fondness for military metaphors. 


1Cf. also Theod. Prod. VI, 180; VIII, 379, 493; Plut. de Gen. Socr. 30 
(Moralia, 596). 
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19. pnxary. 


pnxavy is used, as elsewhere, of a sudden or unexpected event. 
The passages follow: 


45, 10, xaBarep ex pyxavys. 133, 22, xaOarep ex pyxavis. 185, 
18, worep éx pnxavas. 270, 18, xabamep éx pynyavns. 281, 26, x Tivos 
Bnxavis. 284, 23, olov éx pnxavas. 310, 30, xabarep éx pyyavys. 


Note to Page 34. 


Since this article was printed, the Classical Department of Harvard University 
has received a complete set of photographs of the Vatican miniatures illustrating 
the Phormio. These miniatures are reproduced in the libretto (Zerents Phormio, 
translated by M. H. Morgan, Cambridge, 1894) to the Latin play recently brought 
out in Sanders Theatre, Cambridge. By the courtesy of the Department, I 
am enabled to say from personal examination of the original photographs that 
the article which Mme. Dacier conjectured to be a pair of flutes, is (as far at least 
as the Vatican MS. is concerned) without the least doubt a torch, and not a pair 
of flutes ; and that the torch, as represented in the armarium, is by itself on the 
lowest shelf and nearly beneath the middle of the shelf above. 


NOTES ON THE BACCHAE OF EURIPIDES. 


By MorTIMER LAMSON EARLE. 


I. Vv. 13-24. 


Arov 8 Avddy rods roAvxpicous yvas 
Ppvyadv re Ilepowy GF AAoBAyrovs wAdxas 

15 Baxrpid re reixy ryv re Svcxipov yOova 
Mydov éreAOwy *ApaBiay r° cddaipova 
"Agiay re mdoay, 7 map GApvpay ava 
ketras puyaow “EXAno: BapBapas 6 Spuod 
wAnpes éxovoa Kad\urvpydrous moXes, 

20 els ryvde rparov HAGov “EXAjvwv rors, 
Kdxet yopevoas Kal xataotryoas euas 
reAéras, ty’ dyv eudavis Sainwv Bporois. 
mpwras St @nBas ryode yas “EAAnvidos 
dvwAoAvga xré. 


Pierson’s conjecture that v. 20 should stand between vv. 22 
and 23 has met with considerable favor. It brings in its train, 
if accepted, Wecklein’s natural and necessary change of éreA@wv to 
ér7A ov in v. 16 (with the omission of 6° after Tepowy in v. 14), and 
of wroAuv to xPova in v. 20. It is easy to see how yOova was corrupted 
to rok when v. 20 came to stand after v.19. Furthermore, rpdéroy 
in v. 20 should surely be changed to zpurny, unless we assume, 
after v. 22, a lacuna of a verse or verses in which a second action 
of Dionysus was described. Such an assumption is, however, 
highly improbable ; for not only is Pierson’s transposition intrinsic- 
ally plausible, but it can be supported from another passage in the 
Bacchae, vv. 481 sq. : 


TIE. AGes 8& zpa@ra detp’ dywy rov Saipove ; 
AI. was dvaxopeva BapBapwv rad dpyi. 
In v. 481 FAGes mpdra Setpo—ecis ryvde rpwrynv HAOes yxPova — an 
obvious reminiscence of v. 20; while v. 482 is an echo of wv. 21 sq. 


(dvaxopeves = xopevous, Gpyia = reXeras). 
45 
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2. Vv. 101 SQQ. 


oredavecey re Spaxorrey 

Onporpopa P. 
Grpropopa C. 
Ma:vades duqguBadAovra wAoxapors. 


The various readings O@yporpopa and Orpaodopa:, neither of which 
gives any adequate sense in the context, argue some deep-seated 
corruption — such, ¢g., as mutilation or illegibility of the archetype. 
(Vv. 556 sq. may have something to do with the present form of 
the text here.) @yporpodoyv (the only possible support of which is 
Phoen. 820) is, to my mind, simply preposterous. ‘ Beast-fed”’ is 
an epithet that can be applied only to a serpent of vast size, and 
“beast-fed ” is the only sense that @yporpodoy could bear. I would 
suggest as a possible correction typay oweipay chewy. For this 
common sequence of dSpaxwy and odxs, cf. Bacch. 1026, 1330 8q.; 
Jon. 23-24 — particularly the last, where a rite is similarly explained. 


orehavas, Erber aypay 


3. V. 126. 


On the basis of Hermann’s Baxyetox 5 dva ovvroven and Collmann’s 
Baxxetov & dvi rvpmavov, I would propose Baxxeior 5 dvi rupwaven 
(with ddvBoay in v. 127, and wvevyara in v. 128). 


4. V. 150. 
Tpvpepov wAcKapov eis aifépa pixrrwv. 
A pure Ionic verse may be restored by substituting Boorpvxov for 


aAoxapov. That this change adds another p to the verse is rather 
in its favor. 


5. V. 193. 
yépev yépovra radaywyjow o° eyo. 
This verse must certainly be understood as a question, and 


accordingly be followed by ;. Tiresias declares himself young again 
and ready to dance (v. 190). Cadmus rejoins, with some surprise 


Notes on the Bacchae of Euripides. 47 


at this energy on the part of the blind old seer (v. 191), “Shall 
we not then take some conveyance to the mountain (= Surely you 
don’t intend to go on foot)?” Tiresias objects (v. 192): ‘“ But we 
shouldn’t be paying as much honor to the god (as if we went on 
foot).” Cadmus, still unwilling (v. 193): “Am J to lead you, old 
as we are, as if I were your zadaywyos?” To which Tiresias 
reassuringly (v. 194): ‘It will be no labor, for the god will guide us 
thither.” Then the dancing is again touched upon (v. 195), and 
Cadmus at length gives in (v. 197). A parallel to the question in 
v. 193 is afforded by the somewhat similar scene in the Heractidae, 
where the servant says to old Iolaus (v. 729), % madaywyeiy yap rov 
érdirny xpedv ; 


6. Vv. 210 SQ. 


drei ob déyyos, Taperia, rod obx Spats, 
éyw mpodyrys go Acywy yevjcopat. 


mpopyrns got Acywy cannot, I feel, be right. «podyrys, in its 
proper sense, is to be found in v. 551. The genitive with it 
should represent the person (god) whose mouthpiece the xpodyrys 
is. Instead then of xpodyrns co Acywy, I propose xporyytyp Aoywv 
‘“‘guide in words,” comparing xponyyripa ovpdopds inv. 1159. AS 
used in respect of a blind man, xponynryp, without a special term in 
the genitive, would mean zpoyyyrip 650d (or xeAcvOov); cf. the use 
of xponynrys in Sophocles, Ant. 990, O. 7. 1292. Euripides has 
sporyyyrnp Of a blind man’s guide in the Phoensx, frag. 813, 2. 


7. V. 440. 
éueve TE TOUMOY EUmperés WoLOUpLEVOS. 


Professor Tyrrell adheres to the reading of the MSS. here. ‘The 
middle with a pred. adj. must mean making for one’s se/f. Now, as 
Dionysus was at least as much interested as the servant in the 
seemliness of the arrest, there seems no reason why we should desert 
the MSS., ‘turning for himself my task to seemliness,.’” With this 
I agree so far as evxperés rovovpevos is concerned ; rotor, however, 
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seems harsh in such a context. I would, therefore, (without any 
reference to Professor Tyrrell’s “my task’’), correct rotpyov. 


8. Vv. 460 SQ. 


xporov pav otv por Adfow doris ef yevos. 
AI. od xopros obdels pardov 5 elxeiy rode. 


ov xouros is obviously corrupt. Boasting is not opposed to ease 
of any kind. The error, which arose from illegibility and wrong 
division of letters, is to be corrected by writing ovx dyxos ovdeis. 
Cf. Soph. O. C. 1162, Bpaxvy rw’ alrd piOov ovx Gyxov wiéwv. For 
the general expression, cf. Demosthenes, VI, 4, facdov xai wovos 
ovdeis mpoveor: Tw wpaypart, and Bacch, 613, padiws dvev wrovov. 


9g. V. 688. 


Onpavy xa vAnv Kvaxpw apypopevas. 
This verse is very awkward and disturbing after v. 687. It seems 


to have been added, with reference to vv. 222 sq., by some one who 
wanted to bring the two passages into closer agreement. 


10. Vv. 1088 sq. 


5 8 athis érexddkerce: ws 8 eyvwpicayv 
oady (? gadis) KeAevopor Baxxiov Kadpov xopa, xré. 


érexéXevoev followed in the next verse by xeAevopov is at least 
noticeable. Perhaps Euripides may have so written; I suspect, 
however, that he wrote éxeOwvéev, the future of which occurs in 
I, JT, 1127, though in a different context. In favor of éreOdvéey 
here, followed (in vv. 1090 sq.) by jrgav rereias wxityr’ obxy yooova 
(em. Heath) | woday éxovoam cuvvrovors Spoxypace, are the 
words (vv. 871 sq.) Owvcacwy & xvvayeras | cvvretvae Spopnpa 
xuvav. Cf. also vv. 1188-91, and Soph. O. C. 1623-5. 


NOTES ON LYSIAS. 


By M. H. MORGAN. 


VII, 39. 


dow yap of rootrof dow érariraro nai dropdraro, roy K.vdvvuv, 
TOTOUTH TavTEs aiTo’s Pevyovor pwahora. 


The meaning of éra:rcwraro: has passed without mention in all the 
commentaries except those of Shuckburgh and Kocks. The German’s 
note is ‘um so mehr Schuld und Verlegenheit aus ihnen erwachst 
u. s. w.’ Shuckburgh’s is ‘ érafrcos properly means held to blame for, 
but here it appears to mean calculated to attach blame.’ Both of these 
editors seem to have the right idea, for the point deserving of notice 
is that érairvos is here active in sense. Hence the passage means 
‘the more blame such suits cause (that is, the more invidious they 
are) and the more perplexing they are, so much the more all avoid 
them.’ On the face of it, there seems to be no reason why érairws 
should not have an active as well as a passive meaning (cf. éri{jpcos, 
active, ¢g. in Thuc. I, 32, passive in Plat. Zegg. 765 A.); but the 
active sense is not entered in our dictionaries, and the passive so 
predominates that Shuckburgh is led to call it the ‘proper’ meaning. 
Yet the active occurs also in Thuc. V, 65, 2, ris é "Apyous ératriov 
dvaxwpyoews, ‘the retreat which had caused him (Agis) to be 
blamed’ (Fowler, after Classen, who refers back to Thucydides’s 
statement in 60, 2, éy alria 8 dyov war’ dAAnAovs woAAG Tov "Ayu, 
and to the same effect about the same retreat in 63, 1). These 
two passages from Lysias and Thucydides are the only ones in 
which the adjective is active or causal, and also the only ones 
in which it agrees with a common, not a proper, noun. 

The word itself seems familiar enough, yet it is of somewhat rare 
occurrence. I find it in only nine? other places in the authors, and 


1In Xen. Anad. III, 1, 5 I follow Hug in reading bralrip. 
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in them all it is passive. Its earliest occurrence serves to show the 
meaning in all the rest. This is Hom. A 335: 


ov Ti por Uppes éwairiot, GAN’ "Ayapeuver. 
The others are Aesch. Zum. 465, 467; Eur. 72. 1383; Thuc. VI, 
61, 1; Ap. Rhod. I, 414; II, 614; Plut. Comp. Dion. c. Brut. 2; 
Nonnus, Dionys. VII, 59. 

There is, however, the following curious gloss in Ler. Seguer. 
(Bekker, Anecd. p. 188, 5): éwa:rwirarot cvxopavra. From the 
rarity of the adjective, occurring, as it apparently does, only once 
in the orators, one feels almost inclined to think that the gloss must 
refer to the passage in Lysias. Yet, if it does (and always provided 
that the gloss contains the right interpretation), rocodro refers to 
ovxopayra, and then it seems hardly possible to keep rav xvdvvev. 
There is a strong temptation to strike out these two words and to 
read dow yap of rowitroi ciow erosridrarot Kal dwropwrara, rocovre 
mavres airovs pevyovo. pddiora, ‘the more culpable and hard to deal 
with (for dwropwraro. used of accusers in just this sense, cf. Plat. 
Apol. 18 D) such men are, so much the more all avoid them.’ The 
rhythm of the sentence would then be a little better; but for the 
absolute use of érafrios (without a genitive or adverbial modifier) 
the only parallel is Thuc. V, 65, quoted above; and there érairios 
is active. 


XII. 


The new Aristotle On the Constitution of Athens seems to me to 
make it clear that the twelfth oration was delivered by Lysias at the 
evOvvau of Eratosthenes, and not at a trial for murder. When Lysias 
returned to Athens from exile, he found there the very man through 
whose agency his brother Polemarchus had been delivered over to 
the Thirty for execution. Eratosthenes had not gone to Eleusis 
under the terms of the amnesty (stated in Arist. Resp. Ath. XXXIX); 
for, once there, he could not have been brought back to answer 
such a charge as Lysias had to make. Even if past murders are 
included under the provision in Resp. Ath. XXXIX, ras 8 Sixas rod 


Povov dya xara ra warpia ed ris twa abroxep dréxravey 4} érpwcey, this 
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would not apply to Eratosthenes; for he had not killed Polemarchus 
with his own hand. And however doubtful the rest of the text is 
here (I have followed Sandys), we must read atroxep or a word of 
similar meaning, like atroyepé or abroyepia. Staying on, as Eratos- 
thenes did in Athens, he must have known that charges would be 
brought against him by his enemies, and hence he would avail him- 
self as soon as possible of that clause in the amnesty by which those 
of the Thirty who chose to submit their accounts of office, were 
no longer liable to attacks for the past. This would have been the 
easiest way once and for all to have done with those who had any- 
thing against him. Fuhr and Gebauer in their editions have held 
(as against Blass, Av. Bereds. I?, p. 540 ff., Meier and Schoemann, 
p. 257f., Weidner in his edition) that Eratosthenes was tried for 
murder at the Palladion. Their strongest argument is that there is 
no direct mention of evOvva in the text. But, as Blass points out, 
the same sort of argument is equally strong against them; for 
Lysias, in the first part of his speech, makes almost as much of the 
pillage of his property as he does of the execution of his brother, 
and he does not even mention Polemarchus in his recapitulation at 
the end. To this argument I would add that the action of Archinus 
(Arist. Aesp. Ath. XL) in persuading the Senate to put to death 
without a trial a person who had broken the oath py prnotxaxeiy, 
and the salutary results of that action, make it extremely doubtful 
whether the partisans of the Thirty were at this time brought to 
court in any cases except those of evOvwu. 

Since I have referred to the oath py prnocxaxey, I may add that 
it has sometimes been thought (following Luebbert, ae amnestia) 
that this oath was not sworn to until after the final overthrow of 
the Thirty in Eleusis, as described by Xen. Hellen. II, 4, 43. But 
Aristotle (Resp. Ath. XL), deAvVOnoay St nai xpos rors év "EXevotn xaror- 
Knoavras éra tpire pera riv eLoixnory, éxi Hevaivérov dpxovros shows 
that this final overthrow did not occur until two years (401-400 B.C.) 
after the democracy was restored. Hence Xenophon, unless abso- 
lutely at fault, can only refer to a reaffirmation of this oath. It 
cannot be supposed that the trial of Eratosthenes took place so 
late as this. 








52 M.. H. Morgan. 


XII, 16. 
tpav S€ Oupev ovowy. 


It is impossible to identify these doors with certainty. We do 
not know how elaborate was the house of Damnippus inside, 
although we know that it ran from one street back to another 
(dupiOvpos, § 15). Nor do we know where Lysias and Damnippus 
had their hurried talk (§ 14). They may have been in the atAy, 
for Lysias may simply have called D. to him as he stood among 
the other prisoners; or they may have stepped into one of the 
rooms which opened from the atAy; or they may even have passed 
the péravAcs ipa. Nothing is known of D., but he appears to 
have been trusted by the Thirty, as they were using his house, and 
he does not seem to have been a prisoner. Theognis and his men 
were guarding the front door (§ 16), and if they allowed Lysias 
to speak to D. at all they might have let them go together into a 
room. Or Lysias may have originally been thrust into a room. 
The editors of Lysias do not seem to appreciate the uncertainties 
of the case, and they are too offhand in their explanation of what 
these three doors were. The following all seem to me to be fossible 
explanations : — 


I, (Supposing that L. and D. talked in the atAy): 1, the péravdog ; 
2, door from the house to the garden, xyraia Opa (if D.’s house had 
a garden); 3, from the garden to the back street. 

II. (The explanation of Fuhr and Frohberger): 1, the door of 
the room in which Lysias was imprisoned (but I see no reason 
for being sure that D.’s house had doors to the rooms instead 
of curtains; cf. Hermann, Gr. Privatalt., 3d ed., p. 156, A. 1); 
2, the péravAos; 3, door from house to street. 

III. 1, ~éravdos ; 2, door into one of the working-rooms, loreves ; 
3, door into the street. 

IV. (If L. and D. had passed the péravdos): 1, into the loreves ; 
2, into the garden; 3, into the street. 
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XII, 44. 


ovrws .. . éreBovrcveobe Gras pyr dyabov pydty ynduiobe rodAGv 
re tvoecis dcecbe. 


Weber (p. 163) takes the future indic. here as in a final clause ; 
hence it would fall under Goodwin, Grek Moods and Tenses, 324. 
But is it not rather an odject clause? Cf. Aesch. III, 64f, where 
we certainly have object clauses. 


XII, 60. 


puoOwoduevo. St wdvras dvOpwrous ex’ drA\COpw ris wodews Kal ddas 
moves éxayovres Kal redevrdvres Aaxedaipoviovs xal rov ocuppdywv 
érocovs eSvvavro meioa «rh. 


Chapter XXXVIII of Aristotle’s esp. Ath. makes some correc- 
tions necessary in previous explanations of Lysias. Hitherto it has 
been supposed that woAus referred to the cities of the Spartan allies, 
who (except the Boeotians and Corinthians) followed Pausanias when 
his jealousy of Lysander led him to Athens (Xen. Hellen. II, 4, 30). 
But Aristotle says that the Ten’ who succeeded the Thirty had 
already fallen before the arrival of Pausanias, and that they were 
succeeded by a second Ten, who had begun negotiations for peace 
with the patriots in Peiraeeus before Pausanias came. (Lysias and 
the other authors do not mention this second Ten.*) The forces, 
therefore, that aided the first Ten were Lysander, with his merce- 
naries (Xen. Hellen. II. 4, 28 £., in number 1,000, according to Diod. 


1 Why was not Eratosthenes one of this first Ten (§ 55)? Was it because 
Phidon and his associates were not really of the party of Theramenes, but held 
still a middle ground between this party and that of Critias, while Eratosthenes 
belonged to Theramenes out and out? Or was it because Phidon and his col- 
leagues were real followers of the Thirty, chosen by a trick on the people? If the 
latter is the true explanation, Eratosthenes, as a known opponent of the advanced 
party in the Thirty, would not have been chosen into this Ten. 

2 Their existence, however, is confirmed, as Sandys says, by Isocr. XVIII, 6, 
"Plowy, els rv 8éxa ‘yerduevos; for Aristotle mentions Rhinon as the leader of the 
second Ten. 
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Sic. XIV, 33), and his brother Libys with a fleet (Xen. sdid.,; of 
40 ships, Diod. Sic. #d#¢.). Aristotle does not here mention either 
of these by name, but says only that the first Ten were helped by 
Callibius and the Peloponnesians then at hand, together with some 
of the knights. Callibius was the harmost, sent with a garrison 
(of 700, according to Arist. XXXVII) to maintain the Thirty. By 
THeAorovnciwy raév wapovrey Aristotle may mean what was left of 
this garrison, or he may mean Lysander and Libys with their 
forces, or both. Lysias is evidently speaking loosely of what was 
done under the two Tens. For picOwodpevor cannot truthfully be used 
of the second, nor woAas érdyovres of the first; while the words 
Aaxedapoviovs xai rav cuppaywy . . . mreioa belong properly to the 
expedition of Pausanias, who was not summoned by either Ten so 
far as we know (least of all by the first !). Finally, the following 
words, ov dvadAaga dAX’ droAdoot wapeoxevd{ovro can refer only to 
the first Ten, the second having actually begun to negotiate before 
Pausanias arrived. Hence the second may well be included under 
the dvdpes dyaOoi (rapecxevalovro riv rode et py 8c dydpas dyaGous). 

These dydpes, according to the editors of Lysias, were the avowed 
or secret friends of Athens in Argos, Thebes, Corinth, and else- 
where, as well as all who were jealous of Lysander. But the 
patriots of Peiraeeus too are meant, and now we must add the 
second Ten and their supporters in the aorv. 


XII, 65. 

In speaking of the zpoBovAo Lysias says that Theramenes orpa- 
tyyos tr aitév ypéby; but it does not appear from any author that 
the zpoBovAo had power to fill any of the offices. Theramenes, one 


of the Four Hundred, was nominated and chosen general by the 
Four Hundred themselves; Arist. #did. XXX. 


XII, 77. 


Tots eipnpevots Tporas tr euov abrois airios yeyevnuévos. 


On the unusual order editors have compared Dem. XIX, 174, rv 
pty ypadeicay emoroAnv ix euov. See also Frohberger’s critical 
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note in his large edition. Lysias has the substantive following the 
participle in XITI, 43, ras yeyernpevas ovpqdopds rz woAa. But in 
our passage I think that the unusual order of tx’ duod is to be 
defended, not by any general principle, but that it is here ren- 
dered necessary for clearness in order to separate avrois, which 
follows, from rporots. 


XVI, 6. 


ered) yap xaryAbere, eynpicacbe rovs puAdpxous dreveyxely rods 


e o gy a o o t .) “~- 
irmevoavtas, iva Tras KaTaoTageas dvampaTTynre tap avrov. 


Here the MS. has dvaxparryra, and the vulgate before Scheibe 
was dvaxparrnre. Of recent editors only Jebb and Shuckburgh 
retain the vulgate, but they seem to me to be right, for it is near 
the reading of the MS., and in its tense (G., Mf. 7: 87) it denotes the 
repeated number of cases which would arise after the report of 
the phylarchs had once for all (dreveyxeiv, aorist) been made. Lysias 
is very careful in observing this distinction between the present 
and the aor. subjv. or opt. The final clauses cited from him by 
Weber (Entwick. der Absichtssdtse, p. 160 ff.) all bear out the rule 
in G., M. T. (save the only apparent exceptions in which déyre and 
éxiornoGe appear). This is particularly well illustrated in XII, 72, 
and XXXII, 22, where both tenses are used in the same sentence. 
Fuhr reads dvarpagyre (schedae Brulart.), cf. Harp. s. v. xardoracs ; 
so Weber himself, p. 162. Sauppe and Weidner, dvarpagare. 


XVI, 7. 


kairo. padiov rovro yvwvat ott dyayxatov fv rots puvAapxos, ef pH) 
dwodeiLaay rovs dyovras ras xaracraceas, avrois (nurovoba. 


Here atrots is dat., in spite of its nearness to the inf., because of 
¢vAdpxos, which belongs closely to the impersonal phrase dvyayxaiov 
qv; cf. Andoc. II, 7, and my note in Harvard Classical Studies, II, 
p. 58. Below, in éy éxeivors 5& rots imwevocavras dvayxaiov fv tro Trav 
prrapxwv drevexPyva, the participle imrevoavras could not be dative, 
in spite of its nearness to the impersonal, on account of the pre- 
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ceding éxeivors. The other instances of the use of this impersonal 
in Lysias are pol dors Adyav, XVII, 1. and dvayxacrarov ff. in 
XII, 9, where the po belongs to éSoxa. As for the impersonal 
phrase with dvdyxy, Kriiger’s remark (Spr. 62, 1, Anm. 3) that dor 
very rarely occurs with this word, holds good for Lysias. "Antyxy 
occurs twelve times; with éorié twice, XIII, 92, 44 (but in the latter 
there is no inf.); without éoré seven times, IV, 8, X, 5, XII, 1, 
XIX, 1, 3, XXII, 7, XXVI, 6; with fy twice, XIII, 79; XXXIII, 4; 
with yeyémyra: once, XXXII, 1. Only in the last passage is the dative 
used with the phrase, and it is inserted between dydyxy and its verb. 
Cf. the usage of Andocides, noted in the Studies, II, p. 57. 


EARLY LATIN PROSODY. 
By J. B. GREENOUGH. 


HE profound researches of Miiller and others in early Latin 
prosody have only served to settle the metrical conditions 
under which certain long syllables are shortened. They have done 
nothing, systematic at least, to show how the shortening was accom- 
plished. In fact, Corssen’s treatment, and perhaps something of 
Wagner on the Aulularia, are practically the only discussions that 
have had that end in view. That their theories as well as those 
of the ancient grammarians are unsound, at least in the form in 
which they are stated, seems obvious. They all proceed upon 
the idea that every consonant had half a xpovos (mora), so that a 
short vowel, having one mora, with two consonants, each having 
a half, makes two morae or a long syllable. This is nothing but a 
mechanical interpretation of the usage of the later poets, and seems 
obviously absurd. It mistakes the whole nature of position, as I 
hope to show later. The effect of position could not possibly be 
explained on any such mechanical theory as this. It seems clear 
enough that the early Latin poets, in fitting a dramatic text — that 
is, a body of Latin conversation — to definite forms of Greek metre, 
must have followed pretty closely the spoken language of their day. 
That is what all poets do, except so far as they are ruled by conven- 
tional forms previously established, such as that which in English 
allows said to rhyme with d/ade. There could hardly have been any 
such conventions in the time of the early Latin poetry. The text of 
the plays is the text of speech, and must have been recognizable as 
such by the hearers, But the poet has two privileges; he may, in 
the first place, choose either one of two varieties of speech, which 
are current in the ever-changing fashions of enunciation, that suits 
his purpose. The poet can say, for instance, either Serémptory or 
ptremptéry. So the Latin poet could say omnibus or omnibu’, 
according to the quantity which he wanted. In the second place, 
57 


58 J. B. Greenough. 


he may force words slightly, according to the exigencies of his metre, 
if he does not go so far as to make them unintelligible. Thus I am 
at liberty to make rea/, prayer, and fire two syllables, or heaven one, 
because those forms are near enough to the common speech to be 
felt as not distorted. These two kinds of liberties are just what 
the Latin poet took with his text; farther than this it seems impos- 
sible that he should have gone. Hence, in discussing the subject, 
our view must be made to conform to the possibilities at least of 
contemporaneous speech, and should make the usages of speech, 
and not the mechanical rules, the criterion. 

On this line I propose to examine what happened when, accord- 
ing to the metrical rules established beyond controversy, Plautus or 
any other early poet shortened (as we say) a syllable which in the 
later language, and often in his own works, elsewhere, was treated 
as long. 

In the case of vowels long by nature, there is no difficulty ; some 
part of a homogeneous quantity can easily be retrenched. But 
what happened in the case of syllables ordinarily long by position? 
To answer this question, we must determine what lengthening by 
position really was. As I intimated above, the idea that a con- 
sonant has a definite vocal length, is evidently absurd. The 
explosives certainly have no metrical duration; the fricatives may 
or may not have. They may be treated as explosives, or they may 
be metrically continued; but there is no indication that they were 
so continued in Latin. 

I might, perhaps, except the vowels before s, 2/, and ga, in which 
the lengthening seems to have been due to a prolongation of the 
following consonant; but these exceptions rest on other principles 
and make no difference. 

So, in order to understand what position is, it is necessary to 
review the exact nature of articulation. We ordinarily think of 
letters or sounds as distinct entities, which are put together to make 
words, each having a separate value in time. This is not strictly 
true. Very few of the letters are capable of being pronounced 
alone; and, where they are so capable, they are in actual speech so 
interlocked that one is not added to another, but dovetailed into it. 
Let us examine a mute, for instance. It consists of two parts — 


Early Latin Prosody. 59 


first, a stoppage of a previously existing stream of breath by an 
arrangement of the organs which is characteristic for each letter 
(an implosion) ; second, a loosening of this stop (a explosion). A 
fricative or continuous consonant has the same two parts produced 
in the same manner, except that the stoppage is not complete, but 
so loose as to allow the breath to escape during the time of the 
stop. But the putting on and taking off of the stop, or the begin- 
ning and cessation of the breath, or in some cases the occurrence 
of another stop, answer the same purpose as the implosion and 
explosion of the mutes. 

So much for a single element of speech. But the elements 
essentially never occur alone; two or more are always practically 
connected together. In the case of a mute, it is preceded or fol- 
lowed (sometimes both) by some other sound. If this accompanying 
sound is a continuous one, as a vowel or continuous (fricative) con- 
sonant, the closure (or implosion) is so adjusted that it becomes the 
end of the previous stream of breath (either pure or fricative). Thus 
the implosion, which would otherwise be the end of an unformed 
stream of breath, becomes, in case of a fricative, the end of the 
fricative consonant; and, in case of a vowel, the end of the vowel. 
This implosion may be immediately followed by an explosion with- 
out any other character than that given by the mute itself, as in fa?; 
in this case, we have the end of a word or sound-group. Or, on 
the other hand, the explosion may be modified, as the implosion 
was, by some formation of the vocal organs which is suited to pro- 
duce some other sound, as in /afness; in this case, the explosion és 
the z-sound. It is not followed by it, but the same stream that 
rushes out makes the #, If, however, the following sound is itself 
a mute, the position of the closure is so changed at or after the 
instant of implosion, that the explosion is that of the new mute, and 
not that of the first one. The same statements are true of sounds 
other than mutes, except that in these the closure is only partial, 
so that the stream does not strictly explode, but is only diverted. 
But as the diversion must consist of some opening and shutting 
(usually simultaneous), the effect of an explosion is produced, 
although the stream does not, strictly speaking, stop, unless we pur- 
posely repress the breath, as we can always do. It will be observed 
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that all this is or may be continuous, so that there really need be no 
syllabification except through a new voluntary impulse of breath. 
Thus, in such a word as strength, we may (and usually do) make it 
felt as only one syllable, but we also may (but do not) make it 
consist of two, or even six. We may mark by a new impulse (often 
a mere increase) of diaphragmatic contraction either element of the 
compound sound which we usually pronounce with one impulse ; 
thus we can say, s-tvength, st-rength, str-ength, strength, streng-th, and 
children in their early efforts often do thus divide syllables. In fact 
this word really has two syllables, though the first, consisting of s 
alone, is not felt to be a syllable according to our (conventional) 
division. 

In regard to doubled consonants, — that is, two consonants of the 
same kind, — nobody ordinarily really pronounces them in English 
except in two successive words. We can say, the rat turned on the 
cat, in which case the first # has an implosion and a neutral (if I 
may call it so) explosion —a dull vowel sound ; but we (in English) 
are not likely to make it, unless we have some special occasion to 
pause between the words. We usually connect the two words more 
closely. If we pause at all, instead of finishing the first ¢ with an 
explosion, we dwell an instant after the implosion in the stopped 
position, and then explode on the next sonant, whatever that may 
be (here the wv). This is what the Italian does habitually whenever 
a doubled consonant presents itself; in English, we do not do it in 
a single word, though we usually do it between two words. It is 
unquestionable that the Romans did the same thing with two con- 
sonants in the same word as do the Italians. We say a-fain (for 
attain), but the Romans said a¢-tnet, as the Italians say fut-#. Now 
it was just this pause between the explosion and the implosion that 
made position. In fact, if we consider what I have said before, 
this was the only possible thing that could make it. 

So quantity by position is really a matter of syllabification, con- 
nected with this pause of which I have spoken. It depends 
upon a method of dividing syllables which, to the English ear, is 
essentially unfamiliar. I discovered this many years ago, when I 
happened for the first time to hear, under circumstances that made 
a lasting impression, an Italian enunciation. The word defes-to in 
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Lucresia Borgia remained in my ear, so that, when later I began 
to ask what position meant, this articulation presented itself as the 
answer. I suppose that now this doctrine is generally received, but 
I doubt whether many persons have so worked it into their views 
of phonetics that they understand all its effects and corollaries. 
This true nature of position shows itself in several different phe- 
nomena of ancient prosody. The first is the prosodical effect of 
a mute and a liquid. Why was a syllable with this combination 
common? It is evident that it was because two forms of enunci- 
ation were possible and customary. A Roman could make the first 
syllable of fatris either long or short. An Englishman cannot, 
without bad pronunciation, do the same with patrimony. Why not? 
Evidently because we do not mark the division of syllables forcibly 
enough to be conscious of any difference between fa-frzs and pat-ris ; 
but in Italian the difference is marked with absolute certainty. The 
only possible explanation is that the Roman enunciation was like the 
Italian, and in fact like that of all the other Mediterranean nations. 
A Roman could say fa-tris, in which case the syllable was short; or 
he could say fa?-ris, in which case the marked stop between the two 
consonants, #.¢., the fact that the ¢ did not explode immediately into 
the 7, but was retained a perceptible instant, made the syllable 
long. In Plautus’s time they always said fa-fris, and consequently 
a mute and liquid never lengthened a syllable otherwise short. 

Another plain indication of the nature of position is found in the 
fact that the ancient grammarians were troubled by the « following 
g org. This letter could not be a vowel, because it did not make a 
new syllable; nor could it be a consonant, because it did not make 
position. They did not know the true nature of position, and of 
course they went wrong. But their error shows that when the z# 
was a part of the syllable begun by the g or the g, as we have seen 
it may well be, it of course did not make position. A # couLD make 
position if it began a new syllable, as in egressus vada, but if it was 
in the same syllable, as in male suada, it did not. 

It is in the light of this doctrine I have set forth that the early 
Latin prosody by position is here to be discussed; and my idea 
roughly stated is that when the early Romans pronounced as we do, 
position disappeared, but when they pronounced as the modern 
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Italians do, there was position. This, of course, is a very crude 
statement, and to maintain it we must examine the cases in detail. 
Essentially, all the cases of shortening depend on one general prin- 
ciple. The Romans of the period in question had a dislike (we 
may call it) to a succession of sounds in dissyllables, in which a 
short accented syllable was followed by a long accented one. They 
could have (in speech, I mean) dissyllables like 4 /é, /a@ Ja, or 
Ja jd, but not /@ 7a. The other, @ /a, they did not have by their 
laws of accent. We may compare the odd sound of the syncopated 
measure in waltz-time, as it is often used for variety /a /a | lila. It 
seems to us an unnatural movement, and we feel relieved when the 
regular cadence is restored. So the Romans evidently felt, and, 
therefore, they began to say domi, instead of démi and the like. 
Many words got a permanent slant in this direction, like cave, vale, 
vide, puta, though in general the proper quantity was afterwards 
restored, at least in poetry. This feeling also extended to two 
monosyllables in connected discourse, to the first syllable of a 
longer word when it followed a monosyllable, and also to any two 
syllables preceding the accent in a four-syllable word. Such a 
shortened syllable has never either word-accent or ictus, except in 
a few cases at the beginning of a verse. That the shortening is 
analogous to the clipping of words in lively, strongly-accented and 
rapid utterance, seems sufficiently obvious. The question is to 
know just what elements, if any, disappeared in utterance; or, 
where none absolutely disappeared, what method of pronunciation 
destroyed the effect of position. The principle laid down by 
Corssen, that what was written by the people was also spoken, and 
that we are not authorized to omit any sound which was represented 
at the time in question by written characters, is, in the main, correct,. 
but has undoubtedly some exceptions, which we shall note as we 
proceed. 

From what has been said, it is not to be expected that any one 
principle should explain the details of all cases. It is of the nature 
of such shortenings, under the influence of accent and hurried 
speech, that each combination of sounds should follow its own laws. 
The change is not an intended nor a conscious one, and the sounds 
adjust themselves to the convenience of the organs. 
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Without going over the whole of Plautus, I have got together all 
the combinations (so to speak) in which position is neglected, from 
Miiller’s Plautinische Prosodie. As he gives all suggested readings 
which involve the principle, together with comments, and on a plan 
entirely distinct from the one I have in mind, his collection seems 
sufficient for the purpose. To these I have added the list given 
by Corssen. In going over these, I hope to provide for all known 
cases. I assume, of course, that the regular metrical conditions 
now universally admitted are suitable for the shortening. 


a. The first case is the recognized inscriptional suppression of s 
after a short vowel. This needs no example nor comment. 


6. This principle will apply without forcing to a long vowel as 
well, when that vowel is shortened by the Iambic rule, as fords sum 
egressus, st te hadbés chrum, hdbés quod fdcas, adferre inbés loricam, 
virtls cum simmis. Only about five or six are noted, but probably 
more could be found. 


c. The next usage that is confirmed by inscriptions is the sup- 
pression of final m- béntim sodalem, decém si dd cenam, énim veré 
(and enim véro) very often; so malum, quidem, and many others. 
In these two cases the letter simply disappeared. 


ad, (1) Less supported by documents is the loss of # at the end of 
the third persons singular and plural of verbs. There is only one 
word (in these places) showing this loss before the second Punic war, 
and that word is evidently dialectic: dede (Lanuvium and Pisaurum), 
while the city inscriptions show the # preserved. The loss of ¢ in 
the third plural of the perfect, found along with the full form, is 
proved by official inscriptions of that age: dedro (Pisaurum), censuere 
(Sen. Con. de Bacch.). The Pompeian graffiti show the loss of the 
f in several places. Thus guisguis ama perea, etc., shows that this 
writer at least did not hear the ¢ at the end of the word, though other 
people did. We may add to this the fact that the loss is universal in 
the Umbrian, Volscan, Sabellian, and Faliscan. The loss is com- 
mon also in late Latin. This seems to show that there must have 
been a tendency to drop the 4, or at least assimilate it, constantly 
increasing among the common people, till it finally crowded out 
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the ¢ altogether, except in special cases before a vowel, in the 
Romance languages. And here comes in a limitation of the dictum 
of Corssen above set forth. Writing does represent speech, but it 
does not always represent the real speech of the writer, and cer- 
tainly not the contemporaneous speech of other persons. A man 
who can write at all, is always influenced in his writing by the 
written copies which he has followed. Take such an expression as 
good-bye. Unless we examine very carefully, we imagine that we say 
the words in the form in which we know them to exist. We know 
the word is good, and we think we say it so; but, as a fact, very few 
persons do say it so without an effort. We vary between good-bye, 
goob-bfe, and guh-by. We may suppose the Roman did the same with 
habet. He knew that it ended in the consonant sound, because he 
usually said it last, with no occasion to clip it, and would write 
habet cor; but he would no doubt read it Aabecor, unless he had 
the careful Italian articulation, on which, as I have said before, I 
conceive position to depend. 

(2) This usage in verbs applies also to est, which (in composition) 
is one of the commonest words to be shortened. In our speech, 
hoc est corpus becomes hoce-scérpus, and, given the shortening, which 
nobody doubts, this enunciation seems the most natural, and in fact 
the only way to effect it. The Roman could say hoc ést corpus if his 
metre or his emphasis required it, and then we should have position ; 
but he could also— and the common people doubtless did, more or 
less — say the other, and there would be none. Cf. the famous 
cauneas for the character of their speech. No better proof, for the 
possibility at least, of this can be found than in afgue becoming ac. 
So we have agit grdtids, amat ne, decét servom, dedtt dono, agint céteri, 
amént FPseudole, abést perdito, adést benignitas, potést quin. In these 
cases, when the ¢ was lost, the other principles that I shall discuss 
later would come in to apply to the remaining consonants, as agun(?) 
celert, abes-(t) perdito. This is one of the commonest usages, occur- 
ring everywhere. Under this same principle may come a very few 
common words like caput, apud, td, ad, at, et, which are often found 
shortened. 


¢. Doubled consonants can at any time be treated as single ones. 
As is well known, the writing of doubled consonants came in only 
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in the time of Ennius. Of course, it does not follow that because 
only one was written that two were not pronounced; in fact, it is 
certain that they were usually pronounced double. Now what is a 
doubled consonant? It is not in any language that I know strictly 
a doubled one, as I have shown. We can pronounce two, as we do 
in rat-trap; but our usual way, even where two seem to be present, 
is to pronounce the implosion of one and the explosion of the other. 
And so also in other languages. 

In the case of a single consonant the explosion follows imme- 
diately on the implosion, without any delay between; this is our 
English method of pronouncing what we call doubled consonants, 
except in such words as rat-trap,— we only pronounce one in fact. 
In the case of a real doubled consonant, an appreciable stop 
between the implosion and the explosion is made; this is the Italian 
method of pronouncing two like consonants. In view of what was 
said before, it is evident that the factor which makes position is 
the pause between the implosion and the explosion. A Roman, in 
order to make position, must have pronounced his two consonants 
in the Italian manner. 

We have no direct evidence that the Romans neglected this 
pause, but such forms as oferto, aperio, oportet, show that doubled 
consonants must very early have given place in certain cases to 
single ones, so that the phenomenon of reducing the two to one 
could not have been absolutely strange to the language. And, 
again, this seems the most natural, or rather the only possible way 
of accomplishing the purpose. This class is extremely numerous. 
Examples are in dcculté tacebis, per oppréssionem, ca Gdfinitatem, sdvia 
mamillae, égo ésse nolo. 


J. Closely connected with the last usage is the tendency of final 
consonants by the universal laws of Sandhi to become assimilated 
to the following initial. Monumental evidence of this tendency is 
not extensive, but seems sufficient, as at tegulas, C. I. L., I, 252; 
guic quid, C.1.L., I, 200; apsolvere, C. I. L., I, 603. So Cicero’s 
cun nobis, and etian nunc, Velius Longus, p. 22, 36, etc.; so also 
occido, occasio, found very early. 

In cases of entire assimilation, the assimilated doubled conso- 
nants would naturally be treated like original ones : ad fortis (afforis, 
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G-foris), ut contingat (uccontingat, u-contingat), dd tris viros, eho an 
libera. 


g. Thus far, all the cases of shortening imply loss; but, if I am 
right in my definition of the real nature of position, there are many 
cases in which no loss would be required to prevent the effect of 
position by two consonants. As we have seen, even an Augustan 
poet could say senténtia scripto in dactylic verse, which shows that 
there was no potent charm about two consonants, or three for that 
matter. 

This effect (or rather non-effect) of two consonants in a following 
word is enough to show clearly that a Roman in Plautus’s time, 
probably at any time, cou/d pronounce consonants either in the 
Italian way or in the English way. He could say defes-to, or he 
could say dete-sto. In the first case there would be position, and 
in the second case there would be none. Now we know that in 
Plautus we find that sometimes the second syllable of magistratus 
was long, and sometimes it was short. I see no more natural way 
of making this variety — almost no other way at all —than the one 
plainly indicated in ‘e/a scandite and sententid scripto respectively ; 
that is, at one time it was magis-tratus, at another magi-stratus. 

This principle (of possible initials) applies to a very considerable 
number of cases. Among the various combinations occurring, to 
which this treatment seems applicable, #.¢., those in which we have 
no reason at all to suspect assimilation and consequent loss, 
or those in which assimilation or loss seems doubtful, we have 
various degrees of certainty. The combinations s¢ (including sér), 
sf (including sfr), se (including sg, scr, and sc/), dv and gn, as 
being found beginning Latin words, hardly need any comment. 
The Romans could and did pronounce them as beginning a syllable, 
and even in later poetry, when so beginning a following word, they 
are found without position. | 

With hardly a less degree of certainty, we may assume 7%, £5, 
and x, as being found beginning Greek words used by Plautus, as 
Pterelas, Pseudolus, xystilis. With p¢ thus established, we may group 
bt, which would inevitably become Zé, and with much probability dd, 
as being of the same sort and a regular Greek initial group. The 
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combination ¢s may be tolerably well supported by s, which is found 
in zona and the like; but it is perhaps better to assume, as more 
consonant with Latin usage, assimilation and loss (és, ss, s). The 
combinations mn, dm, cm, sm, sn, though evidently harsh to Roman 
ears, really come under the mute and liquid rule; and, in view of 
the fact that such shortenings are incontestable, we may assume 
that, just as a Frenchman in the opera-bouffe makes his words fit 
his music in uflerance,—not by any rule,—so the Roman histrio 
made these combinations without position when the metre required 
it. And, if I am right in the view of position above expressed, the 
only way this could be done was by making these combinations 
begin a syllable with such slurring (in this case of the first element) 
as was necessary. And it is to be noticed here that what a man 
thinks he hears or speaks in ordinary language, is not a safe guide 
to the actual utterance. Few of our British friends would recognize 
the 4-less and r-less character of their speech. But the main thing 
is that a consonant has or has not in speech its distinct ‘syllabic’ 
utterance, whether we notice it (and so write it) or not. As I 
have tried to show above, in pronouncing combinations of conso- 
nant elements, the organs do not work by machinery with separate 
clicks at determined intervals, but continuously, so that after the 
implosion of a mute or the beginning of a fricative the position for 
the next sound is already preparing. Let any one try to pronounce 
acme, and notice what goes on in his organs of speech. He will 
find that before the 4sound explodes, the nasal position for the m is 
already formed, so that when the explosion comes, it is not a pure 
k-explosion, but is an explosive m. The explosion of the & is the 
m, and does not precede it. The difference between the Italian 
method of pronunciation and the English is that the same pause 
that I have spoken of in regard to doubled consonants is made 
between the 4implosion and the m-explosion. What I have called 
a syllabic utterance requires that there shall be this perceptible 
pause between the two. That this was the usual later pronunci- 
ation of the Romans there can be no doubt; but it is equally clear 
that they could use the other, from their use of cjcnus with its 
first syllable short, and also from the proper names Gnaeus and 
Mnestheus. 
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The only combinations that do not come under this principle that 
I can find, are ¢& in Quid hic Pamphilus, and dst in abstineo, etc. 
These almost necessarily require a sacrifice of one of the elements. 
The second is justified by ostendo, where the 4 is lost and the com- 
bination brought into line with the natural Latin initials. For the 
first I have no suggestion, except that of possible loss of ¢. The 
cases are few, but too numerous to be emended out. 


hk. There is another class of cases of an entirely different char- 
acter from those above set forth. One of the commonest cases of 
neglect of position is that in which a liquid 4 m, n, r, precedes 
instead of following the mute. The tendency to shortening is so 
strong in this case that a few common words, such as inde, unde, 
nempe, are subject to it outside the Iambic rule. These special 
cases seem so nearly parallel to the use with #£/z, spse, iste, especially 
from the fact that these also begin the verse, thus shortening the 
first syllable instead of the second, that one is tempted to try the 
same principle with these; that is, either make the combinations 
begin the syllable, or, second, suppress one consonant. But we 
have hardly any reason to suspect loss, and though some of the 
combinations are initial in some languages, there is no indication 
that they or any of them were so in Latin. A more likely suppo- 
sition is that the liquids were vocalized, #.¢., that instead of vowel 
+ liquid the syllable weakened into a sonant vowel. The process 
would be precisely what happens in English with heaven, evil. 
There are many others in English, but ¢/ese particular ones are 
noticeable because, in ecclesiastical language, the last syllable has 
still its full vowel and consonant ; but in common speech it is only 
a liquid vowel. That this was at some time a Latin mode of pro- 
nunciation appears from ager, acer, which could only get their later 
form through a sonant vowel (vocalized liquid) stage. 

The forms /acul, simul, also have the appearance of development 
from such sonant forms. Perhaps 4ercle is also the result of a cor- 
ruption in the same line. Of course, there are many forms which 
must have sprung from vocalized liquids in the Indo-European ; 
but we have no indication that such sounds survived till Plautus’s 
time, though there is nothing distinctly to the contrary. Some 
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forms in which the shortening occurs, seem difficult to pronounce 
in this manner. Soror and /feror present, to my tongue at least, 
great difficulty. They can be pronounced, however, by practice, 
and are perhaps not more troublesome than ¢rror in English, to 
which they would be exactly analogous. The other liquids present 
no difficulty in pronunciation, but we have no proof that such sounds 
were ever used by the Romans. Vempe would have the sound that 
we give to the same combination in an imperial theme; inde and 
unde would, however, in this way be confounded. I know of no 
case of this form of shortening that cannot be thus accounted for, 
if we had sufficient evidence that this sort of vowel was used in 
Plautus’s time. Thus, Aabént si, agiunt cetert. Here ¢ was lost, as in 
other cases, and then vocalization took place. So in hance néstram, 
Jcréntarius, etc. In datin soleas the n might be lost before s. The 
character of many words in which the enclitic ze has lost its vowel, 
and the commonness of this phenomenon, tend somewhat to show 
a shortening of this kind, #.¢., the peculiar form of the syllable 
shortened, as in iubésne me, shows some peculiar affection analo- 
gous to our clipped words, gén ¢’ Boston, int’ town, six hits oft 
Carter. 

A fourth possibility is that the division of syllables, which, as we 
have seen above, made position, was neglected. Here again we 
have the difference between Italian and English pronunciation. In 
morto we notice the same pause between the syllables that we saw 
in the case of two like consonants; in mortar we do not pause. 
In the latter case there is a continuous flow of sound, and we 
cannot say whether we divide after the y or the & We know there 
are two syllables, because there are two distinct expulsions or 
efforts, but which letter belongs to the first, and which to the second, 
it is impossible to tell, unless we purposely make the division in one 
place or the other. In order to make position, as we have seen, the 
Romans must have made the division perceptible. They must have 
said opor-tet, feren-tem, facul-tas, They could no doubt have spoken 
the words as we do, —we say important, preventing, insulted,— and 
if they did, then position would disappear. The only indication that 
they ever really did so is found in the instances above, where scr at 
the beginning of a word does not make position. 
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I have thus tried to account for the different shortenings of 
position-affected syllables in early Latin. The points I wish to 
make are these: 


1. It is not to be expected in a matter of phonetics that all 
details should be reducible to one principle. Each combination 
had its own accommodations, as in our own clipped and adjusted 
sequences of sounds. 

2. That position is syllabic in its nature, depending on the pause 
between consonants which is connected with a new letting go of the 
breath. 

3. In cases where we have monumental evidence, we may assume 
whole or partial loss of one of the consonantal elements. 

4. In cases of repeated consonants, including assimilated ones, 
the Italian pause (cf. 2 above) was neglected so that position failed 
to be effected. 

5. In all cases of consonants capable of beginning a syllable 
(including even Greek combinations) we may assume a syllabi- 
fication which essentially combined instead of separating the 
consonants, thus destroying position precisely as in the mute and 
liquid combination and in the two consonants at the beginning 
of a word. This principle might often be combined with loss. 

6. The case of liquid-+ consonant I leave undecided, but with 
the ground cleared for the adoption of either one of the suggested 
theories ; though my own opinion is in favor of a continuous utter- 
ance, as in English. But, in fact, between that and vocalization 
there is very little difference. 


Either of these theories might readily be combined with the loss, 
which often took place in these cases. 

I have only considered the How? The question Why? I will 
leave to others —a question which is not likely to lack discussion. 
It seems necessary to refer to some objections that are found in 
books to such views as I have presented. 

C. F. W. Miiller (Plautinische Prosodie) seems to say in many 
places that the phonetic discussion of the facts is not only useless, 


1 This may be combined with shortening of natural length. 
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but obstructive for the determination of early Latin prosody. This 
was perhaps true until the mefrica/ limitations of the shortening were 
generally determined; but it seems to me that as soon as that is 
done the next step is and ought to be to inquire how the shortening 
is effected. The three questions are When? How? and Why? — 
and though the When ? must come first, the others are indispensable 
for any system that can properly be called science. It cannot be 
too firmly kept in mind that poetry, especially a form of poetry that 
appealed to a large and, in general, slightly cultivated audience, 
must rest on habitual speech. Poetry, in order to be poetry, must 
be rhythmical to the ear of the hearer, or it is not poetry. However 
rude we may suppose the ear of the Roman to have been in metrical 
matters, yet he must, like the rest of the human race, have learned 
rhythm from the movements of the human body which, ultimately, 
depend on the heart and the lungs. When rhythm is transferred to 
speech, it must conform to a quality of speech either natural or 
acquired. Nobody doubts that Roman speech had from the earliest 
times long and short syllables in some form or other; and it seems 
to me perfectly clear that when Greek metres were introduced they 
must have conformed, or been made to conform, essentially to the 
natural or at least possible rhythms of speech. One might call my 
attention to rude broadsides circulated among the ignorant, or songs 
sung at popular theatres ; but even these are felt to conform in the 
delivery, and even if they were not, they are different from ancient 
poetry in that they are written by people as ignorant as the hearers 
themselves. But the writers of the ancient poetry were Greeks 
essentially, to whom the Greek was quite as familiar as the Latin, 
and if they forced the Latin into Greek measures, they did it with 
full knowledge of the rhythm of the Greek. They were perhaps 
making a compromise between the two languages ; but they must 
have had the Greek constantly in their ears, and where they deviate 
from it, they must have done so under the influence of Latin speech, 
not Latin written words. The accommodation must have been made 
somehow, the only question is How? 


THE «xorraBos xataxros IN THE LIGHT OF RECENT 
INVESTIGATIONS. 


By HERMAN W. HAYLEY. 


HE nature of the so-called xérraBos xaraxrés has been dis- 

cussed pretty fully in two recent German dissertations!; but as 

the authors of these have come to opposite conclusions in regard 

to several points, it may be worth while to reconsider the evidence 
on both sides. 

That the word xaraxrés (from xardyeyv) in itself means “capable 
of being brought down’”’ or “lowered”’ is undisputed, and may be 
assumed as certain. But why was the term applied to a variety of 
the xérraBos, and what was the nature of the variety thus designated? 

It is evident from a comparison of Athenaeus 667 e, the schol. to 
Aristoph. Pax 1244 and the schol. to Lucian Lexiph. 3 (Vol. IV. 
p. 149 Jacobitz) that the author who is their common source distin- 
guished two varieties of the cottabus, the xérraBos xaraxrés and the 
wadia év Aexdvy (Or KorraBos d: dfvBdduv). The xérraBos xaraxrds 
he described as a tall, candelabrum-like instrument, equipped with a 
head (xpéowrov) or figure called pudvys. If the throw was properly 
made, an object called the wAdorcyé in its descent fell upon the 
pays. It is clear, therefore, that this writer (Dicaearchus ? so Boehm, 
p. 14) included under the name of xérraBos xaraxrés all instruments 
of the rod and plastinx type, or at least such of them as possessed 
the pdvys.2 This being the case, it becomes highly probable that 
he understood the term xaraxrés as referring to the bringing down 
(xarayev) of the mAdorcy§ from the top of the cottabus-rod—a 


1 “Das Kottabos-Spiel der alten Griechen,” by Dr. Karl Sartori, Munich, 1893; 
“De Cottabo,” by Chr. Boehm, Bonn, 1893. 

2 Unfortunately no ancient writer tells us whether the udens was a/ways present 
in xorrafeta of the rod and plastinx variety. 
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simple and natural explanation which has been recently revived by 
Sartori. If this explanation be correct, there can be little doubt 
that the ancients included under the name xérraBos xaraxrés all 
instruments of the rod and plastinx type, as opposed to the xérraBos 
5.’ d€vBdgwv. Thus the two great varieties of the cottabus as seen 
in the vase-paintings receive their appropriate names. 

There was, however, even in antiquity another explanation of the 
term «xaraxros, which has found many adherents among modern 
scholars, In Athenaeus 666 e we read : éxdAouv & xai xaraxrovs Tivas 
xotrdBovs. ore d¢ Avyvia dvaydpeva mad Te Cvpmixrovta.! EvBovdos 
BedAAcpodorry (II, 171 Kock). 


tis av AdBouro rov oxéAovs xdrwhe pot ; 
dyw yap worep xorraBeov alpopat. 


These words clearly refer to some contrivance for raising and 
lowering the cottabus-rod, and have been so understood by most 
authorities. Sartori, to be sure, suggests that in using the words 
dyayeoOa: and cuprirrey “ Athenaeus wohl das Auflegen und Herab- 
schleudern der Plastinx im Auge hat” (p. 90). But if this is so, it 
is difficult to see why Athenaeus chose a mode of expression so 
extremely liable to be misunderstood. We may conclude, therefore, 
that he, or the writer whom he followed in this passage, explained 
the term xaraxrdés as referring to a sliding rod, which could be 
lowered at will. The only question is whether he was right in so 
doing. 

There are several reasons for believing that xorraBeia with a 
movable rod were sometimes used by the ancients. The fragment 
already quoted from the Bellerophon of Eubulus is most easily un- 
derstood on this hypothesis. Moreover, as Jahn long ago pointed 
out,? candelabra with an apparatus for regulating their height have 
been preserved. These have a solid shaft fitting into a hollow 
standard, both being pierced with small holes ; so that by inserting 
& small peg through one of the holes in the standard and into a hole 
SD 


2 Cf. the schol. to Aristoph. Pax 1242: xaraxrol 88 éx\}Oncay dwd ro0 xard-yew 
wat a8 wddupy dvd-yey Tov xbrrafoy. 
® See “Philologus,” vol. XXVI (1867), p. 206 ff. 
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in the shaft the instrument may be held at the required height.! 
KorraBeia in which the rod consists of two parts, the upper one being 
of less diameter than the lower and apparently fitting into it, occur 
repeatedly in the vase-paintings (see Boehm, p. 23) ; and it is prob- 
able that these had an arrangement similar to that of the candelabra 
just mentioned. Sartori (p. 88) lays great stress upon the fact that 
the vase-paintings show no trace of any peg inserted through an 
opening in the standard to hold the rod in place. But such a peg 
would be very small, and the artists who made the paintings would 
be extremely apt to omit it altogether. Sartori himself argues 
(p. 38) that the pavys is not represented on the vases because of its 
small size ; yet the pdvys was surely far larger than such a peg 
would be. Moreover, it is not safe to assert that the peg is never 
shown in the paintings until all the vases on which the xorraBos 
xaraxros is figured have been carefully examined in regard to this 
point, Sartori also urges the fact that no contrivance for raising 
and lowering the rod is found in the extant xorraBeia. But it is 
extremely doubtful whether the so-called cottabus-instruments that 
have been discovered are not really candelabra (cf. Boehm, p. 27 ff. ; 
Wochenschrift f. klass. Philologie, Sept. 20, 1893). Moreover none 
of them were found in Greece proper, and they are not numerous 
enough to justify the conclusion that instruments with a sliding rod 
were not in use. It is almost incredible that people so keen-witted 
as the Greeks should not have seen the advantages of the movable 
rod and have made the necessary improvement. 

The probabilities, then, favor the hypothesis that cottabus-instru- 
ments with a sliding rod were sometimes used by the ancients ; but 
were these called xérraBor xaraxrot ? | 

There is a well-known passage in the Pax of Aristophanes (1240 ff.) 
which Higgins? and others have used as evidence that the xorraBos 
xaraxros had a movable rod. _ It runs thus: 


OTADN KAITHAOZ 
ri 8° dpa ty odAmyye THd€ xpHTopas 
qv éxpidpnv Spaxpov 100" éfqxovr’ dye 5 


1 See Quaranta, “Di un candelabro di bronzo,” Naples, 1852, for a description 
of such acandelabrum. 2 See his article in “ Archaeologia,” vol. 51, pp. 363 ff. 
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TPYTAIOZ 


porvBdov és rovti Td Kot\ov éyxéas 
drar dvwley paBdov évOcis tropaxpoyr, 


yerjoerai cot Tav KaTaxtay KorraBwy. 


The general sense is clear enough. Trygaeus advises the weapon- 
seller to convert the trumpet into the standard of a xérraBos xaraxrds. 
This is to be accomplished by filling the bell-shaped xddwy of the 
odAmy€ with lead, so that it will stand firmly, and inserting into the 
mouth-piece a “longish rod.” But there is not one word to indicate 
that the rod could be raised or Jowered in the standard, unless we 
assume that the name xorraBos xaraxros implies this. We are not 
even justified in inferring that the cottabus-rod regularly consisted of 
two parts (cf. Boehm, p. 11). It is quite sufficient to suppose that 
the rod was added because the trumpet alone was not long enough 
for a faBSos xorraBixy, though well adapted by its shape to form the 
base of the instrument (so Sartori, p. 25). 

On the other hand, there are several reasons for believing that the 
name xorraBos xataxtos was not confined to xorraBeia with a sliding 
rod. We find, both on the vases and in the literature, two great 
varieties of the cottabus, the rod and plastinx type and the xorraBos 
&: dfvBdpwy. This fact, as has been shown already, was recognized 
by the author whom Athenaeus, the scholiast to Aristophanes and 
the scholiast to Lucian followed in their descriptions of the cottabus. 
That author applied the term xaraxros to the rod and plastinx instru- 
ment, but, so far as we can judge, did not mention the s/sding rod as 
essential. It is not at all probable that a// instruments of the rod 
and plastinx type had a contrivance for varying their height; and if 
we confine the name xorraBos xaraxros to those possessing such a 
contrivance, we have no name whatever for those destitute of it. 
The sliding rod is but an unessential detail, and not a characteristic 
feature of the whole class. But if we accept the other explanation 
and include under the name of xorraBos xaraxros all xorraBeia with 
rod and plastinx, we have an appropriate name for all instruments 
of this variety, as opposed to the xorraBos &’ dfvBddwv. Hence 
while Sartori is probably wrong in denying the existence of instru- 
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ments with a sliding rod, he is right in his main contention that the 
term xaraxros was applied to the rod and plastinx xorraBeia as a class. 

The nature of the rod and plastinx cottabus, or xorraBos xaraxros, 
as we Shall call it henceforth, is tolerably clear from the description 
given by Athenaeus and from the vase-paintings ; but there arises 
one very difficult question, about which scholars have entertained 
the most diverse opinions. What was the payys, which ancient 
writers? mention as a part of the xorraBos xaraxros? 

Helbig, Robert, Sartori and most recent authorities identify it 
with the statuettes that surmount several of the so-called paBda 
xorrafixai which have been found in Etruria. As Mayrys is a common 
slave-name, the fact that these statuettes represent slaves lends 
weight to the identification ; but there are several arguments against 
it which seem quite conclusive. These arguments have been some- 
what inadequately stated by Boehm, although they make for his own 
theory. They are as follows : 

1. No such statuette is seen on the top of a cottabus-rod in any 
vase-painting. Robert and Sartori both admit this. 

2. In a well-known fragment (II. 33 Kock) of the "Adpodirys Tovai 
of Antiphanes (who flourished about 380 B.c., while the xorraBos 
was still in use), one of the speakers says of the wAdorey£, which is 
resting on (émxeiuevov) the end of the paBdos xorrafixy : 


dav Oiyns povov 
a. a A >| 4 ~ ‘ a 
auTyns, €rt Tov pavynv wrecetrar Kat Wodos 
éora: wave wroAvs. 


Nothing can be more explicit. The slightest touch will dislodge the 
wddorcyf, which will then fall upon the pdvys and produce a loud noise. 
But how can the wAdoreyé fall from the top of the rod upon the 
parns, if the pdvys itself forms the top of the rod? Again, the author 
from whom Athenaeus, the scholiast to Aristophanes and the 
scholiast to Lucian took their descriptions of the xorraBos xaraxros 
(Il. s.c.) certainly had the words éxov év abr@ rpoowrov, 6 pavav éxddovr, 


1 See especially Athenaeus 667 e (cf. schol. on Aristoph. Pax 1244 and schol. 
on Lucian Lexiph. 3) ; a fragment of Antiphanes, IT. 33 Kock ; and the fragment 
of Hermippus, I. 237 Kock. 
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TPYTAIOZ 


pordvBdov és rovti 7d Kot\ov éyxéas 
drar dvwhev paBdov évOeis brdpuaxpoyv, 
yevjoerai vo Tov KaraxTov KorraBwv. 


The general sense is clear enough. Trygaeus advises the weapon- 
seller to convert the trumpet into the standard of a xérraBos xaraxros. 
This is to be accomplished by filling the bell-shaped xwdwy of the 
oddmy€é with lead, so that it will stand firmly, and inserting into the 
mouth-piece a “longish rod.” But there is not one word to indicate 
that the rod could be raised or /owered in the standard, unless we 
assume that the name xorraBos xaraxros implies this. We are not 
even justified in inferring that the cottabus-rod regularly consisted of 
two parts (cf. Boehm, p. 11). It is quite sufficient to suppose that 
the rod was added because the trumpet alone was not long enough 
for a paBdos xorrafixy, though well adapted by its shape to form the 
base of the instrument (so Sartori, p. 25). 

On the other hand, there are several reasons for believing that the 
name xorraBos xaraxros was not confined to xorraPeta with a sliding 
rod. We find, both on the vases and in the literature, two great 
varieties of the cottabus, the rod and plastinx type and the xorraPos 
&:’ dgvBagduv. This fact, as has been shown already, was recognized 
by the author whom Athenaeus, the scholiast to Aristophanes and 
the scholiast to Lucian followed in their descriptions of the cottabus. 
That author applied the term xaraxros to the rod and plastinx instru- 
ment, but, so far as we can judge, did not mention the s/aing rod as 
essential. It is not at all probable that a// instruments of the rod 
and plastinx type had a contrivance for varying their height; and if 
we confine the name xorraBos xaraxros to those possessing such a 
contrivance, we have no name whatever for those destitute of it. 
The sliding rod is but an unessential detail, and not a characteristic 
feature of the whole class. But if we accept the other explanation 
and include under the name of xorraBos xaraxros all xorraBeta with 
rod and plastinx, we have an appropriate name for all instruments 
of this variety, as opposed to the xorraBos & éévBddov. Hence 
while Sartori is probably wrong in denying the existence of instru- 
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ments with a sliding rod, he is right in his main contention that the 
term xaraxros was applied to the rod and plastinx xorrafeia as a class. 

The nature of the rod and plastinx cottabus, or xorraBos xaraxros, 
as we Shall call it henceforth, is tolerably clear from the description 
given by Athenaeus and from the vase-paintings ; but there arises 
one very difficult question, about which scholars have entertained 
the most diverse opinions. What was the pdyys, which ancient 
writers! mention as a part of the xorraBos xaraxros? 

Helbig, Robert, Sartori and most recent authorities identify it 
with the statuettes that surmount several of the so-called paBda 
xorraBixai which have been found in Etruria. As Mays is a common 
slave-name, the fact that these statuettes represent slaves lends 
weight to the identification ; but there are several arguments against 
it which seem quite conclusive. These arguments have been some- 
what inadequately stated by Boehm, although they make for his own 
theory. They are as follows : 

1. No such statuette is seen on the top of a cottabus-rod in any 
vase-painting. Robert and Sartori both admit this. 

2. In a well-known fragment (II. 33 Kock) of the 'Adpodirns Tovai 
of Antiphanes (who flourished about 380 B.c., while the xorraBos 
was still in use), one of the speakers says of the wzAdorcyé, which is 
resting on (értxeiuevov) the end of the fafdos xorrafixy : 


28 if a 
éav Oiyns ovo 
a ~ o 
airys, éri rov pavnv weoetrar Kat Wodos 
éoras travu moXus. 


Nothing can be more explicit. The slightest touch will dislodge the 
wAdaorcy§é, which will then fall upon the pdvys and produce a loud noise. 
But how can the wAdorcyé fall from the top of the rod upon the 
pavys, if the udrys itself forms the top of the rod? Again, the author 
from whom Athenaeus, the scholiast to Aristophanes and the 
scholiast to Lucian took their descriptions of the xorraBos xaraxros 
(Il. s. c.) certainly had the words éxov év abr@ xpocwror, 6 pdvyv éxddovv, 


1 See especially Athenaeus 667 .e (cf. schol. on Aristoph. Pax 1244 and schol. 
on Lucian Lexiph. 3) ; a fragment of Antiphanes, ITI. 33 Kock ; and the fragment 
of Hermippus, I. 237 Kock. 
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tp’ oF eet receiv xaraBarrAopevny tryv wrAdoriyya (so the 
schol. to Aristophanes), or something of the same purport ; for these 
words occur with very slight variations? in all three versions. It is 
clear, therefore, that the zavys was at a considerable distance below 
the top of the rod, so that if the throw was skilfully made, the 
wAaory€, in falling, would strike with sufficient force to produce a 
loud sound. 

3. The alleged faBdo. xorrafixat that have been discovered so 
closely resemble candelabra that the identification is rendered very 
uncertain (see Boehm, 1. s. c.). 

We may conclude, therefore, that the wdvys was not upon the top 
of the cottabus-rod.* There remain three alternatives. Either the 
pavns was between the top of the rod and the basin (Aexavy), or it was 
within the basin, or the basin itself was called pavys. 

The first of these alternatives might derive some support from the 
description of the xorraBos xaraxros in Athenaeus 667 e; but it is 
possible that the clause évredOey 8 mwirrayv eis Aexavyv droxepevyy | 
wAnyéioav tH xorraBy is an interpolation. It is not found in the 
schol. to Lucian Lexiph. 3 (Vol. IV. p. 149, Jacobitz) nor in the 
second schol. to Aristoph. Pax 1244, which were drawn from the 
same source as the account in Athenaeus ; and the words zAnyeioav 
T@ xorraBw occasion difficulty. Even if the clause is genuine, it is 
susceptible of a different interpretation, as will be shown later. 
Moreover, the vase-paintings show no object between the top of the 
cottabus-rod and the basin to which the name of pavys could reason- 
ably be given. | 

The theory that the basin or disk which encircled the shaft of the 
cottabus was called pavys has recently been advocated with great 


1 Athenaeus has not the words éy airy mxpbowmoy, but says simply &xo» rdy 
padyny xadovpevoy. 

2 It may be suggested that the wAdorryé was hung or poised in some way adove 
the end of the Jdfdos xorrafix}, so as to strike it or fall upon it if touched (cf. 
Pollux Onom. VI. 109). But the vase-paintings show the wAdercyét resting directly 
upon the top of the rod, not poised or suspended adove it. Hence such a solution 
of the difficulty is excluded. 

8 Dobree proposed that they should be placed immediately after rAdoriyya in 
the preceding clause, and Meineke so reads. 
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force and ingenuity by Boehm. Among his arguments the following 
deserve special notice : 

1. The xorraBos xaraxros, aS represented in the vase-paintings, 
regularly consists of three parts, the wAdorcyé, the paBdos xorraBixy 
and the basin. Antiphanes (I. s. c.) and Hermippus (I. 237 Kock) 
likewise mention only three parts, the wAaorcyf, the fades and the 
pavys. It is probable, therefore, that the basin and the pavys were 
identical. 

2. Athenaeus (487 e) informs us that the name pavys was given to 
a kind of drinking-vessel;1 and Photius (s. v. pavys) expressly 
states that the vessel used in the game of cottabus was called pavys. 

It must be admitted, also, that Boehm’s theory accords very well 
with the evidence of the vase-paintings and with the description 
given by Antiphanes, who wrote before the cottabus went out of use. 
If Boehm is right, we may dismiss at one stroke all the absurd and 
confused statements of Pollux, the scholiasts to Aristophanes and 
Lucian, Tzetzes, etc. He cuts at one stroke the Gordian knot of 
the parvns-problem. 

But it must be confessed that Boehm’s theory is open to some 
very serious objections. 

1. In a fragment of the Salmoneus of Sophocles (494 Nauck) 
occur these lines : 

To xaAdxorraBourre viKnTypia 
TiOnps Kai BadXovre xaAKeov Kapa. 


Athenaeus expressly states (487d) that the words yaAxeov xdpa 
refer to the pavys. They certainly could not well be applied to the 
Aexavy.® 

2. Again, the writer from whom the schol. to Pax 1244 and the 
schol. to Lucian Lexiph. 3 took their descriptions, spoke of the pays 
aS a mpoowrov ; for that term is applied to it in both versions. The 


1 Athenaeus continues: xadefra: 82 pdvns xal rd éxl rot xorrdBouv éperrnkds, ep 
ob ras Adrayas év wad Eweuwov, on which Boehm (p. 27) observes: “quae verba 
quoniam in vasorum indice exstant, de vase vel de aliqua re vasi simili intelle- 
genda sunt.” But the remark may be a mere digression on the part of Athenaeus. 

2 Boehm (p. 15) thinks that xd\xewy xdpa means the rAdorcyé, the “head” or 
“crown” of the instrument; but this interpretation seems forced. 
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apoowmov of these scholiasts is clearly the same thing as the yaAxeov 
xapa of Sophocles, and seems to have been some kind of figure or 
statuette. A basin it certainly was not. We might also add that 
the schol. to Aristoph. 343 says that the pdvys was a statuette 
(dvdptas) ; but his whole account of the cottabus with beam and 
scale-pans is so absurd as to have little or no weight. But the fact 
that Mavys was a common slave-name certainly favors the view that 
the pavys was a statuette. 

3. The words of Athenaeus 667 e. éxov tov pavyv KaAovpevov, ép ov 
tiv kataBodroperny da meceiv wAGoTLyya, EvredOev S5é wimrecy eis 
Aexavynv troKxetpévyny wAnydoav To xorraBw are absolutely fatal to 
Boehm’s hypothesis, if the last clause is genuine. 

It is clear, therefore, that the theory of Boehm, although it is very 
attractive, should not be hastily accepted. There remains one 
alternative, that the udvys was within the basin. It is strange that 
this solution of the difficulty, which certainly has much in its favor, 
has been entirely neglected by previous writers on the cottabus. If 
we suppose that the pavys was a statuette of a slave standing in the 
Aexavy, perhaps at a height of two or three inches above the bottom, 
the instrument will then accord very well with the description given 
by Antiphanes, and with those of Athenaeus and the two scholiasts 
so often referred to above. The requirements of the case are more 
fully met by this hypothesis than by any of the others that have been 
proposed. The fact that the statuette never appears in the vase- 
paintings is accounted for on the supposition that it was concealed 
within the basin, just as in representations of the xorraBos &’ 
éfvBaduy the dfvBada are not shown. As the wAdoriyé would strike 
the pavys before it did the basin, the remark of Athenaeus about the 
Aexavyn troxenéevn Would be amply justified. The old expression of 
the scholiasts, éxov é€v atrq@ mpoowroy, would also be accounted for, 
and the fragment from the Salmoneus would fall into line. 

One serious objection may be urged against this theory. The 
xorrafela represented on the vases often have the basin inverted (cf. 
Boehm, p. 23; Sartori, p. 115). No doubt this is due in some cases 
to carelessness on the part of the artist; but there are some vase- 
paintings in which the basin was evidently intentionally represented 
with its concave side downwards. But we have no proof that the 
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statuette was a/ways present. The game would be much less difficult 
without it, and it is improbable that it was always used. If now we 
suppose that when the statuette was not present, the name pavys was 
transferred to the basin itself, the statement of Photius s. v. pavys is 
easily explained. 

A friend has suggested to the writer that if we suppose the pavys 
to have been a statuette within the basin, the development of the 
xorraBos xaraxros may perhaps be traced somewhat as follows : 

I, First step: the wine is thrown at the head of a living slave. 
Cf. Eurip. Oen. fr. 562 Nauck; Aesch. Ostol. fr. 179 Nauck. 

II. Second stage : A bronze figure called Mavys is substituted for 
the slave. 

III. Third stage : The figure is placed in a basin to prevent the 
floor from becoming sloppy with wine. Cf. Nonnus Dionys. XXXIII. 
6s ff., where the players throw the wine at the head of a statuette of 
Hebe standing in a basin. 

IV. Fourth stage : The wine is not thrown directly at the figure, 
but at a disk poised on a rod above it, so as to fall upon it. The 
pavys remains in the basin, through the centre of which the rod 
passes. This is the fully developed xérraBos xaraxros. 

Such are some of the theories that have been advanced in regard 
to this most perplexed and difficult problem. The present writer, 
while by no means certain that a final solution has yet been reached, 
is, on the whole, inclined to accept the theory last mentioned, as it 
seems to agree best with the evidence of the literature and to be 
liable to fewer grave objections than the rest. The question can 
only be settled by a new and careful examination of all the repre- 
sentations of the xorraBos xaraxros to be found in European 
museums. It is to be hoped that such an examination will soon be 
made by some competent scholar. 

In conclusion, the writer may mention some simple experiments, 
with very rude apparatus, which he undertook in order to test the 
possibility of such a cottabus-game as he is inclined to suppose. 
They have satisfied him that, under the conditions assumed, to hit a 
statuette with the rAdorcy would be quite possible, and indeed not 
very difficult. A round box-cover of tin was used for a plastinx, and 
a little copper door-handle, resembling a head in shape, for a pavys. 
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An ordinary tin basin of large size served for the Aexavy, The rod 
was made of wood, and water was used instead of wine. At a 
distance of eight to twelve feet, the writer, by careful throwing, 
could hit the pavns about once in five times. It projected two and 
a half inches above the bottom of the basin. 


DE SCHOLIIS ARISTOPHANEIS QUAESTIONES 
MYTHICAE. 


ScrRIPSIT CAROLUS BURTON GULICK. 


CHOLIA perlegenti in Aristophanis comoedias scripta tribus 
fere annis abhinc mihi in mentem venit eis operam dare 
examinandis quibus historiae fabulaeque deorum referuntur ut, si 
quid mihi forte eveniret prospere, fontes et auctores scholiastae 
accuratius demonstrarem ac definirem.! cum autem in universum 
quibus ex viris doctis antiquis scholia emanarint satis constat ?— 
nam quis Phainum, Symmachum, Didymum, Euphronium, Callistra- 
tum, denique Aristarchum nostri poetae interpretes fuisse nescit? 
—mihi quidem id tantum restabat ut locos scholiastae nonnullos 
recognoscerem subtilius, ut qua ratione Didymus aut Symmachus 
studia sua in scriptores rerum fabularium superiores exercuerit 
magis eluceret. nam Apollodorus, ut opinor, qui vel maxime fabulas 
mythicas indagavit et tractavit, quanti momenti fuerit non satis 
adhuc expositum est. hunc igitur laborem suscepi, huius aliorumque 
hominum rebus similibus deditorum auctoritatem apud nostrum 
explicare, tractare, statuere. meque enim tam sperare audeam ad 
has res cognoscendas nova me adlaturum esse praesidia atque adiu- 


1 de scholiis historicis iam disseruit copiose Guilelmus Meiners in Diss. Halens., 
vol. xi (1890), pp. 219 seqq.; de rebus divinis feriisque partim modo Paulus 
Stengel, Berol. 1880: Ad res sacras cognoscendas cuiusnam sint moments scholia 
Aristophanea. 

2 cf. O. Schneider, de veterum in Aristophanem scholiorum fontibus, Sundiae, 18 38, 
quem librum me non potuisse inspicere valde lugeo; vir tamen clarus, Didymi 
auctoritate paene neglecta, nimium videtur Symmachi sollertiae ac scientiae 
tribuisse; cf. A. Schauenburg, de Symmachi in Aristophanis interpretatione sub- 
sidits, 1881. ac de scholiis Aristophaneis bene meriti sunt R. Schnee: Ein 
Beitrag sur Kritik der Aristophanes-Scholien, 1879; et praecipue G. Stein, Scholia 
in Lysistratam, cuius in libro magistri facile conspici potest manus praestantissimi 
Wilamowitzii; M. Schmidt, Didymi Chalcenteri Fragmenta, pp. 289 seqq. 
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menta quam recta et vera propositurum. quod si mihi quidem hoc 
contigerit, illos Alexandrinos eruditos, quibus hodie in Germania 
maximo studio atque eventu optimo opera navatur — utinam hic 
quoque in patria nostra tam penitus cogniti essent !!—-in lucem ac 
scientiam paullulum protulisse, gratias omnibus meis praeceptoribus 
qui me harum rerum cupiditate cognoscendarum incitaverint iustis- 
simas referam semperque habebo. 

sed quicumque haec scholia minutius et scrupulosius examinare 
velit statim in opera incipienda offendat difficultates graves, quia 
editio eorum a Dindorfio et Duebnero anno 1843 publicata parum 
ad usum criticorum hodiernum sufficit, adeo ut multas ob causas 
quae tum grammaticos tum historicos attingant verba etiam nunc 
scholiastae persaepe medicina egeant. ac Suidae auctoritatem, quae 
quantum ad hanc rem valeat iam diu vidit Bernhardy, ostenderunt 
autem dilucide Buenger et Zacher,? in illa editione ferme neglexerunt 
viri docti. eis autem qui codicis instar tertii—nam Ravennas 
Venetusque et aetate et auctoritate ceteris longe antecedunt — 
Suida uti voluerunt ego equidem adstipulor. 

quod igitur mihi est propositum iam satis apparet. dum enim e 
scholiis eligam ea imprimis quae ad fabulas deorum heroumque 
pertineant, de aliis quoque haud raro dicam quae huic rei germana 
esse videantur, cum diffusius quam brevius maluerim disputare ; nam 
et quanti sint ea ad historias fabulares cognoscendas aliis aliunde 
collatis subsidiis decernere conabor, et auctoritatem Apollodori, vel 
si quis alius talium rerum scriptor eadem tractaverit, quantum apud 
nostrum valuerit diludicare proposui. 

quibus iam expositis nunc ad ipsam rem et disputationem 
ingredior. 


I.— DE DIIS ANTIQUISSIMIS. 


De eis qui in deorum numero ante Iovis regnum a genealogis 
feruntur numinibus nec multa nec gravia tradit scholiasta, quam- 
quam Chaos, Noctem, Amorem, Iapetum (/Vud. 998), Rheam vel 


1 vid. Jebb, Classical Greek Poetry, p. 229 sq. 
2 Bernhardy, Suid., praef., p. xlviii. O. Buenger, de Aristophanss ap. Suid. rell., 
Diss. Argent., i. 149. K. Zacher, Artstophanes-Scholien, pp. 564-565. 
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Opem, quorum nomina apud poetam ipsum invenit, memorat. sunt 
loci hi: Av. 697, 4 8 GAn ovoracts, Gre ex Tod wrepwrod "Epwros ra 
Gpved €or. arorus pay cat driOdavws ry yevecAoyia Kéxpyra. verba 
haec, licet locutio drérws xai dmOdvws, sicut illud ot« ép0as, Didymum 
grammaticum sapiat, tamen ad eum vix referenda esse censeo, id 
quod ex schol. 704 apparet. atque ad v. 695 scholiasta, qui de ovo 
tantum quo Castor et Pollux nati sunt? cogitat, de illo quo secundum 
Orphicos? ortus sit mundus nihil suspicatur. cave autem eundem 
putes scholiastam plane ignorasse genealogos veteres: Av. 693, 
Xdos fv cat Nuvgé* ratra ovx dvayxatov drevOive mpds ta ‘Horddov® 
9 ™pos tiva GAAov Tivos yeveadoyou, — quibus ex verbis constat illum 
tantum abesse ut origines deorum neglexerit, ut ne discrepantias 
quidem ex inventione poetae fictas corrigere temptaverit neque 
corrigendas censuerit, utpote talium varietatum apud poetas cre- 
brarum peritus. 

WVub, 424, Rav.: Xdos A€yee Tov d€pa, mapa Td KexvoOa. Stoicum 
est hoc,* quod ego ex antiquissimis fontibus ductum esse sentio. 
chaos enim, inquit, aer est, vel ré xevov, ut Stoici dicebant. Hesy- 
chius autem, cui dum Diogenianum Pamphilumque sequitur, Didymus 
fonti est ultimo,® s. voce xdos postquam Hesiodi Zheog. 116 explicavit 
dicit continuo: xai 76 Kevdy, ait, dro Tov Kexvoba. 

vide iam sis scholium partim mutilum, neque in Ravennati neque 
in Veneto repertum, ad JVud. 247: yeyovévat mp@rov pty rots xara 
"Odiwva Kat Etpuvopnv: Sevrepov 5¢ rots xara Kpovoy xai “Péay, ovorivas 
“Opnpos [27. 5. 898] Ovpanwvas: rpirov dé rots Au thy dpxnv xara- 
Avoavras® rv éxetvwv, ods “OAvuriouvs KAyjfouev. Eurynomen vero 
Oceani Tethyosque filiam memorat Ps.-Apollodorus 1. 2. 2;7 
atque Oceanitidem Eurynomen Ophionemque antiquissimos deorum 
parentes secundum Orphicos vetustiores notum est fuisse. quod 


1 cf. infra, p. 150. 2 Roscher, Lexicon, p. 1345. 

* Hes. 7heog. 116, Acusilaus, “HG, i. 100, Miill. 

‘ Philo, rept dg@apalas xbcpou, 5. 

6 Stemma est hoc: Didymus—Theonis /ex. comicum —Iulius Vestinus — 
Diogenianus — Hesychius. vid. Naber, Phot. Lex., p. 18; cf. p. 9. 

6 haec fere sunt verba eadem de re Aristocriti ap. Schol. Ves. 846. 

" cf. 3.12.6; Schol. Ap. Rh., 1. 498. 

8 Orph. Fragm., 35. 503, Abel; Mayer, Giganten und Titanen, p. 234. 
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autem formam ’Odiwva, non 'Od¢iovéa, quae versu hexametro parum 
accommodari possit, servat noster, et illum arbitreris sicut Schol. 
Ap. Rh. et Ps.-Apollod. ex Orphicis haec delibasse; sed scholium 
hoc melioribus codicibus ignotum potius Tzetzae tribuendum est, 
qui eadem ratione verbisque similibus hanc rem tractaverat ad 
Lycophronis v. 1191. 

homines seniles stultosque vocari Kpdvovs id est quasi Saturnos 
testatur schol. (Vud. 998, 397, 929, 1070, Vesp. 1480, Plut. 581, 
quibus ex locis scholiastam comoediam antiquam penitus cognovisse 
manifestum est.! omnia igitur ad haec pertinentia Didymi sunt, qui 
etiam bene vivere Saturno rege homines sciebat: /Vud. 821, dpyxator 
of pwpol éxarotvro dro Trav éri rod Kpovov éxeivwy dpxaiwv xai derpay.c- 
vay dvSp@v. quam opinionem de pristina humani generis felicitate 
Saturni temporibus iam apud Cratinum reperies.’ 

ad Didymum quoque referenda sunt pauca quae feruntur de 
Cybele vel Magna Matre, quam deorum matrem esse secundum 
poetas dicit noster.* cf. enim schol. 4zv. 877 cum schol. Soph. Philoct. 


391 et gor: 


Schol. Av. Schol. Phil. 

KvuBéAnv daci rv “Péay, mapa dperrépa’ Gpeia* 7 airy 5€ éore 
ra KuBeAa Gpyn.* <dpeta yap 9» 8 tH yy. ev St rots Gpeoe Ta proTr- 
Beds, 8:0 Kat eroxetras AEOvrwy pia airns yiverar. .. 2... 1. 
Cevye. -. +. ért dppatos yap Aedvrwv 


éxetrat 4 “Péa. 


noster vero his verbis insequitur: 6 d¢ Acdvpos, inquit, pyrépa KAco- 
xpirov, Gt. ws yuvatkias Kai xivacdos kwpwoeira. év dé Trois pvornpiots 
wns Péas padaxot mdpeor. haec vero quasi e thesauris deprompsit 
Didymus non ex ullo libro de fabulis scripto, sed de Aristarchi vel 
Apollonii commentariis, qui de eodem Cleocrito disputaverunt ad 
Ran. 1437. 1d quoque hanc corroborat sententiam, Didymum vel 
quemlibet etiam ante eum haec scripsisse, quod Cybeles turritae aut 


1 cf. Athen., 3. 113 A, 9. 403 F; Alex. Frag., 62 K. 

# Frag. 165 K (Athen., 6. 267 E); vid. etiam Hes. Off. 111, quem versum tamen 
elecerunt Goettling et Schoemann. 

8 Ach. 745; cf. Plut. 431, ubi eam cum Cerere confudisse videtur. 

4 cf. Strab. 12. 567, dd ra» KuBédwy ) KuBérn. 
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turrigerae mentionem non facit, cum poetae primi Romani hoc 
epitheton usurparint.! denique illud rdpecox, quod Suidas s. KAedxperos 
in wapjoay perperam mutavit, antiquitatem atque aetatem indicat 
ipsi poetae supparem. 

ac de Tellure, quam Tavay vel 'jv Graeci appellabant, pauca vero 
sed mentione nihilominus digna refert scholiasta. monstra et pro- 
digia Terra nata sunt, ut videtur: 4v. 1745 (Rav. Ven. Suid.), xai 
ras xJovias cAyoare: Evdpdnos, ras poBepds. mdvra yap ra Sava ris 
Yis yeveoAoyovory. 

ii autem qui haec tradunt poetae indicantur a schol. Ap. Rh. 1. 
761, qui postquam sententias Homeri et Pherecydis laudavit addit 
haec: ddd’ épodper Gre of rornral rots reparddas Kata To copa yys eval 
gar. ovTw yap kai KadAipaxos ra Sava rav Onpiwy yas evar edn. 
sed id quod Callimachus in suis narrationibus dicit, ex illis usurpavit 
qui theogonias id est origines deorum ante se fecerunt, qua re Euphro- 
nium quoque veri similius est Pherecydem hoc loco secutum esse.? 

neque vero mirum est si Tellus y@ovia appellabatur, neque desunt 
vestigia apud nostrum illius religionis dirae.* adfero enim scholium 
hoc, quo cassitam traditur avem fuisse Telluri sacram, dv. 471: 
Tov O¢ Kopvdov evo Kopvdadov A€yovor. Tas 8 iepov Gpvv vouiLovor 
elvaz, causam fortasse perspicies ap. schol. Theocr. 7. 23, quoniam 
hae aves maxime prope sepulcra nidos construebant.* Theocriti scho- 
liastam comicum inspexisse plane manifestum est, cum is similem 
elus quam ex Aesopo ipse poeta (dv. 473) historiam tradit. nunc 
autem adpono aliud in Theocritum scholium et scholiastam Plat. 
Euthyd, 291 B, quibus facile perspiciatur haec cum nostro ambo 
cognata esse. 


Schol. Zheoer. Schol. Platonis. 
KOpvdoe Oprufiy dpuoro spviGes Kopvdoe dpudes Sprufiv sporor 
ovs évioe KopvdaAovs KaAovcr, Kai ovs enor pev KopvddAdous (sic) 
"AOnvas iepot. gaci, Ts nat "AOnvas iepot. 


1 Preller-Plew,' i. 530, adn. 4; Verg. 4. 7. 785; Ov. F. 4. 219. 

2 Gigantum enim Terra mater erat Ps.-Apd. 2.1. 2, ut omittam Typhoea (schol. 
£q. §11, qui cum schol. Plat. Phaedr. 230 A convenit), Gorgonem (Eur. Jon. 
989), Pythonem (schol. Aesch. Zum. 2). 

3 cf. Eur. ph. Taur. 1259 seqq. 

4 Ndyorra: 3é éwcrduPir, Ere rdgpos ws éxiwond évdcarplBovory. 
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viro sane docto in adnotationibus ad schol. Theocr. (pp. 143-144 
ed. Diibn.) locus scholiastae Theocritei corruptus esse videtur, cum 
alauda, inquit, non Minervae sacra fuerit. scholiastam autem 
Platonis ignorat. mihi contra his locis omnibus collatis videntur 
vestigia hic servata esse commentarii Didymei integrioris, ex quo 
uberrime deduxit schol. Platonis, qui utriusque nomina deae conser- 
vaverit et Terrae et Minervae. 

non aliena videbantur esse numina Vestae ac Telluris. sic enim 
explicat scholiasta verbum Kovpotpdgw, Zhesm. 299: «ire TH ya «re 
TH f€oTig, Spotws mwpo rov Ards Pvovorw airy.’ iterum vestigia com- 
mentarii in comoediam antiqui unusquisque fortasse hic agnoscere 
volet, cum apud comicos? illud & yy xat Oeot saepius offendat 
iusiurandum. ceterum vide quod comprobare conatus sum infra, 
p. 157: 

Cereris autem dona plane videntur cum Telluris mixta Av. 970: 
TlavSépg: ty yy. éredy wavra ra pds To Civ Swpetra, R. dd’ od nai 
Ceidwpos Kai dvnoiddpa, V. quae Hesychius et Photius s. Havdapa 
integra ad verbum exscripserunt, qua re sine dubio e lexico Theonis, 
Didymo auctore, haec defluxerunt. 


IIl.— DE DIIS OLYMPIIS. 
"Agdpoditn. 


De Venere ex Asia aut Papho Cypri urbe in Graecorum religionem 
cultumque adscita scholiasta quidem nihil memorat, nimirum quod 
illud Kvuzpoyévea appellativum in Lysistrata sola exstitit, quam in 
fabulam scholia adhuc exilia curtaque adservantur. sed quoniam 
formam Tpiroyévaa simillimam de Minervae ad £y. 1189 explicavit, 
huiusque ortum deae prope Tritonem lacum rettulit, conicere licet 
hic quoque in commentariis vetustioribus ad Zys. 551 olim de 
Venere Cypria disputatum esse, quae opinio eo firmatur, quod in 
Lys. 347 ne Tptroyevea quidem explicatur. 

neque enim in schol. 4z. de hac dea notitia manet integra, nam in 
Av. 1251 Ravennas exhibet haec: els Hopdvptwy- avri rov 6 yiyas 


linfra, pp. 118, 129. 
2 vid. Antyllum ap. Athen. 3, p.118 E; anonymum ap. eundem, 13. 570 D. 
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6 rp Aud xoreuyoas, dv exeipwoaro ‘Adpodiry,! quae, etiam si illud 
"Adpodiry pro ‘Adpodirn aliorum codicum legamus, ut Iovem intellega- 
mus Veneris causa Porphyrionem subegisse, tamen a Ps.-Apollodoro, 
qui et Iovem illum fulmine percussisse, Herculem autem sagittis 
confecisse tradiderit, prorsus discrepant.? locum igitur in Ravennate 
servatum plane esse mutilum patet, quem tamen ex alio scholio ad 
Av. 553 complere licet. ibi enim legimus haec: & KeBpidva: érirndetws 
S¢ rov ropdupiwva mapéAaBev, kal Gre dpvis Kal ore els Trav yeydvrwr 
Gpotos TM KeBpcovy, ov éxepwoaro 4 'Adpodirn. ergo verbum oy 
non ad Porphyrionem, sed ad Cebrionen spectat, atque illa ojocos — 
KeBpidvy e Ravennate ad v. 1252 exciderunt.® 

at ne Cebriones quidem gigas aliis ex auctoribus mihi notus est.‘ 
Kockius vero gigantem aliquem in fabulis Atticis vulgo traditum hoc 
loco putat esse fusum cum Porphyrione. et videtur mihi quidem vir 
summus partim in veritatem incidisse; nam quae scholiasta de 
Cebrione adfert ea tota e poetae verbis ipse finxit, Cebrionem autem 
gigantem fuisse ne poeta quidem aperte dicit, quam ob rem non 
ineptum mihi videtur aliam e Pausaniae Atticis (i. 14. 7 fin.) inter- 
pretationem quaerere; ibi enim periegetes, Sqjpos Sé éorey, inquit, 
"AOnvaios "AOpovewy, ot Hopdupiwva (noli hunc eundem atque illum 
putare) ére rpdrepoy ‘Axraiov BactAevoavra Tis Odpavias (h.e. ‘Adpodirys) 
gacit rd wrapa odicw lepov iSpvcacvOa. Aé€yovorw de ava rots Synpovs Kal 
GAXa ovdey Gpotws Kai of rHv modu exovres. quibus satis liquet historias 
de Venere ac Porphyrione alias allis in locis pervulgatas esse, illum- 
que Cebrionen, qui nullam re vera cum Porphyrione societatem 
habebat, heroem quendam Atticis fabulis cognitum fuisse. 

atque alium velim locum huc adferre, qui nullas licet ad fabulas 
pertineat, testimonium tamen est rei satis gravis unicum®: ch. 992 


lita in R. scriptum est; vid. Martin, Scoltes, etc. 

2 Strab. vii., frag. 27 (ii. p. 462, Mein.). et dissimilia refert schol. Pind. Pyss. 
8. 23. 

* (Immo rectius putabimus haec verba ad Av. 553 perperam esse inserta, et 
5» pronomen ad Porphyrionem respicere. Etenim testimonio Pausaniae, quem 
paulo post laudat noster Gulickius, sat apparet aliquid fuisse commercii inter 
Venerem et Porphyrionem, sive is monstrum fuit seu heros Atticus. Neque enim 
illud veri simile, duos fuisse Porphyriones. —F. D. A.] 

4 Stoll. ap. Roscher. s. Kebriones illius mentionem omisit (p. 1012). 

§ vid. Brunn, Gesch. d. Gr. Kiinstler, ii. 53. 
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(R. V. Suid. s. dvOéuwv), Zedéis 5 Cwypddos ev rp wag rips "Adpodirys 
év rais “AOyvas éypayey “Epwra wpasrarov, éoreppévoy fodos. ego 
equidem de templo Veneris quae dicitur ératpas scholiastam cogitare 
credo. nam de illo Piraeei Veneri Uraniae dicato (schol. Pac. 145) 
hic quidem non agitur. neque enim illud quod Pausanias (1. 14. 7) 
memorat fanum Veneris Uraniae noster significat, primum quod ille 
iepov, hic autem vacy id appellat, deinde quod, cum huius statuam 
deae a Phidia factam commemoraverit, Zeuxidis picturam, hac sane 
haud minus insignem futuram, praetermisit. denique nec ad Veneris 
aedem Pandemi haec licet referre, cum idem Pausanias (1. 22. 3), 
dum alias quidem Veneris et Suadelae effigies tractat, de hac tabula 
silet. opus autem Zeuxidis in aede qualis fuit Veneris Hetaerae? 
ab improbis praecipue celebrata, quia ille non tam ad mores instru- 
endos quam ad animos captandos pinxisse fertur,? credibile est 
exstitisse. ac Didymum de hoc templo quaesisse ex Hesychio 
Photioque constat, quorum vero hic tradit érafpas "Agpodirns tepov 
"AOnvnow: amo Tov cvvdyev éraipovs Kai éraipas. ille tandem cuiusnam 
doctrinam secutus est? hoc certe ac manifeste ex Athenaeo (571 C) 
elucet ; nam hic, quem Didymi scientiam compilasse consentaneum 
est,® auctoritatem Apollodori velut si ipse hunc legisset sic adfert: 
dro THs wapa rots ‘AOnvaios Kadoupevyns “Eraipas "Adpodirys. wept Hs 
dno 6 ‘A@nvaios "ArrodAAdSwpos év rots wept trav Oeav (FHG, i. 431) 
ovrws* ‘Eratpay 8 rv "Adpodityy, riv rods éraipovs xal ras éraipas 
guvayovcay. quod si res ita se habet, non possum quin nostrum 
quoque scholium referam inter Apollodorea. 

de feriis in Veneris et Adonidis honorem habitis quae Adonia 
vocantur agitur schol. Fac. 420,* Lys. 389, 396, 898. hanc ad rem 
spectat etiam, ut opinor, scholium //ut. 179, cuius, quippe quod 
causas narrat cur Veneris delubrum illius "Avocias in Thessalia ob 
mulierum facinus dicatum sit, non alienum a proposito videtur hoc 
loco meminisse: xaf dao ore CyAorvrotca ai Berradrai yvuvaixes épo- 
vevoay airyy (h.e. Laida meretricem), €vAivas xeAw@vas turrovea ev 





1 Hesych. Phot. s.‘Eralpas ’Agpodirns; Philetaerus comicus ap. Athen., p. 559 A. 
2 Aristot. Poet. 6,6 pév yap TloAvyrwros dyabds 4Oorods, 4) Zediidos ypagdh odder 
fe: 400s, ex quo intellegere licet a Zeuxidis ingenio opera flagitiosa haud aliena 
fuisse. 
8 vid. Christ, Gr. Zstt., p. 540. 4 cf. Bekk. Anec. 345. 31. 
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Te lepp ras ‘Adpodirys, ravyyvpews ovoys év 7 dvdpes ov wapayévovro. 
5:6 rovrov evexa Aowuds xar€AaBe rHv Oerradriav ews vorepor lepov éxroinoay 
dyocias ‘Adpodirys, éredy ai yuvaixes ev tp lepwm dydciov reroAuyKace 
g¢ovoy.! quibus vero Polemonem fuisse auctorem iam aliis visum est 
comparantibus Athenaeum 13, p. 589 (=Polemon. frag. xx, Pr.), 
quam opinionem corroborat Helladius ap. Phot. Bibl. 872 (pp. 533- 
534, Bekk.), qui Polemonis sententiam e Didymo (cf. 872, init.) 
laudaverat. ergo hoc scholium, licet e Ravennate Venetoque exciderit, 
cum tamen Suidas referat s. XeAdvy, ex integrioribus Didymi com- 
mentariis in codices inferiores deductum esse affirmare non dubito. 

ferias quas tum cum Laida invidia impulsae “ligneis scabellis ” 
interfecerunt mulieres celebrabant scholiasta certe non nominat; 
scimus tantum nefas fuisse mares adesse atque concelebrare. sed 
haud dubium est quin Adonia, quibus sacris viros non adesse patet 
ex poeta (Zys. 3927), hoc quoque loco significentur. quae si ita 
sint, illud €vAtvas yeAwvacs magis intellegamus; nam quod viri docti 
dixerunt, his verbis intellegenda esse scabella lignea, ratione caret. 
non enim scabella, sed pulvinaria parva vel lectulos quosdam® equi- 
dem ea puto fuisse, in quibus quasi lectisterniis positas Adonidis et 
Veneris imagines portarent mulieres, ut priore die feriarum amores 
atque conubium eorum ante oculos repraesentarent,* postridie autem 
imitarentur elus mortem doloremque Veneris. 

Adonidis apro interfecti mentionem facit schol. Ven. Ach. 793, 
de historia autem tacet: roAXot Trav EAAjvwv od Bvover xotpous TH 
‘Adpoditn, ws BdeAvTropéry 5a Tov “Adwvy airov.® vide sis quam scite 
ac docte de hac re noster loquatur: nam zroAAoi rev “EAAjvoyr, inquit, 
h.e. non omnes, suem Veneri victimam esse ingratam credunt, ex 
quibus constat illum nonnullos saltem intellexisse Graecos suem aut 
aprum deae immolare. cuius sane rei testimonia certa, etiam si 
rara, apud scriptores comperi antiquos. nam Veneri sues apud 


1 cf. Plut. Amat. 21, qui tamen aedem Veneris dicit d»dpopérov. 

2 cf. schol. ad loc.; Plut. A/c. 18. 3, Mic. 13. 9. 

3 cf. illam vocem idem indicantem xedw»lda ap. Iudith. 14. 14, ubi de Holo- 
phernis cadavere dicitur ért rijs xedwvldos vexpdy, quod false interpretatur Suidas éwt 
rot ovdod ris Oépas vid. Fabricium in Sext. Empir. adv. Math. i. 246 (p. 654, Bekk.). 

* Theocr. 15. Adonidem in pulvinari reclinantem videas in Mus. Greg. i. tab. 93. 

5 Ps.-Apollod. 3. 14. 4. 
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Argivos immolatas esse sacris quae torypea vocarentur factis testatur 
Callimachus.! itidem apud Aspendios quoque Argivorum colonos 
morem obtinuisse hunc dicit Dionysius Periegetes.? tum si alium 
conferas comicum Antiphanem (1. 61 K), nostrum videbis e toto 
corpore commentariorum in comoediam veterem et novam quae 
dicitur haec usurpasse; is enim Antiphanes eadem de Cypriis tes- 
tatur.2 quod si hoc e comoedia antiqua testimonium allatum est, 
referendum ad Didymum sine dubio est, cum etiam Hesychius* 
scire videatur eadem. quae porro ipsum ex Apollodoro Didymum 
cognovisse has propter causas puto. sues Veneri Castnietidi 
sacrificatos esse, teste Callimacho, dicit Strabo (9, p. 438), qui 
deinceps his pergit verbis: ot 5° vorepoy yAeyfav od pilav 'Adpodirnv 
povov, GAAG kal wAelous drodcdeypevas TO €Oos rovro. at illo of 3° 
vorepov Apollodorum esse intellegendum iam ostendit Niesius,’ ut 
illum quidem pateat in Veneris religionem non Castniae solum sed 
etiam aliis in locis morem receptum hunc esse cognovisse. haec 
vero citavi verba ut disceptationem apud litteratos antiquos quandam 
hac de re exstitisse monerem, quam fortasse sub illo zoAAo¢ latere 
cernamus. 

Stoicis autem, qui cum fabulis tum ingeniis deorum é€ dAAryoprov 
id est per quandam significationem explicandis gauderent tribuenda 
videtur esse sententia schol. Fac. 40, ut satis arbitror me posse 
monstrare nostro cum Cornuto collato: 


Schol. Pac. 40, R. et V. Cornut. V. D. 24. 
pupos piv yap 4 Beds dera. dvaradtv 8° ds ba riv dxabap- 
5:6 Kat Tovs vas dAAoTpiovs eval aiav ddAorpia airs elvac Soxed. 


dayev THs Geov, BopBopwoas yap, meprotepg S& Trav dpvéwy xaipea 
mpoogireis b€ ras meAacddas ka TO) edAiora, Tp Kabapov elva rd Lov 
TiBacov Kai KaOapov atrav. Kat tAopovytiKoy. 


1 ap. Athen. 3, pp. 95 F-96A. 

2 &vda ovoxrovl yor Awvalyy iddovrat, v.853; cf. Bernhardy ad loc., p. 760. mirificum 
illud sacrificium non videtur Aspendiis alius attribuisse; sed optime Dionysius 
meminit, cuius quasi fortuito possunt indicio civitatis origines Argivae restaurari. 

8 cf. Joh. Lyd. de mens. 4.45; W. R. Smith, Religion of the Semites, i. 272; 
Creuzer-Guignaut, lib. vi, c. 5, p. 662; Frazer, Golden Bough, ii. 51. 

4s. "Agpodicla &ypa; cf. Diogenian. i. 89, Eust. //. 1183. 17. 

5 Mus. Rhen. 32. 267, 275. 
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de Veneris in promunturio KwA:a& quod nominatur cultu codex 
Rav., id quod mirum est,' plura quam Venetus tradit, cum de nomi- 
nis origine haec refert (Vud. 52): Kwrrds? vads dors rijs "Adpodirys 
ovTw@ Kadovpevos,® dxd rou cupBeByxoros THv wpooryopiav AaBuv. vea- 
vias yap tis “Arrixds aXdovs td Tuppyvav xal Seoparys SovAciwy map 
avrois,‘ épacbeions abrot ris Ovyarpos Tov éxovros kai droAvodons 7AGev 
els olxeiay,’ xai ovrws rAevOepwheis evyapiorypiov ry "Adpodiry ris 
owrnpias® éri ris dxras dd’! jowep Hprdyn vaov Wpvoaro. KwrArdda 
52 xpooydpevoe Tov Torov dd Tov KwAWwY a ev Tots Sexpots KaTerovelro. 
quibus etiam addit Suidas: ot 8€, dri “Iwvos Ovovros lepeiov xwAjy lépag 
ypwace kai éx dxeivy Te TOrw exdbicer, SOev 6 réwos Kwrds exrAy Oy... 
quibus nisus copiis scholium in Veneto corruptum sic scribo: KwAuas 
82 exANnOy ore Gvovros Tov “Iwvos (V. iepéws) iepeiov xwAqv (V. KwAjjs) 
i€paf npwaley xal ex éxeivp (V. erdxava) tg Torw erexabécOn, dO 6 
Kewdras éxA7Oy. quod in codicibus inferioribus e superioribus amplius 
confectum est longum mihi est exscribere. maximam vero cum his 
similitudinem habent Eustathius.(in Dionys. P. 591°) et Etym. Magn. 
(550. 41). quis vero auctor fuerit remotior quem his de rebus 
compilaverit Symmachus® incertum est. cum Eustathium quidem 
manifesto ex isdem quibus codd. inferiores nati sunt libris res 
cognovisse videamus, Symmachus quin Didymo usus sit nihil 
dubium est.” 

quod rursus scholiasta dicit, illud promunturium cum simile esset 
hominis femori ita nominatum esse an verum sit haud scio. similia 
apud schol. Zys. 2 invenies: KwArddos 'Adpodirns iepov éorw ev tH 
"Arrixg. 6 8& réwos KaAdiras Kwdids. fore yap éxxeipevos, dporos 
évOpwrov xwAw. antiqui utique grammatici e terrae figura nomen 
ductum esse id censebant, quod fortasse etiam illud Minervae 


1 vid. Zacher, p. 673. 

2 cod. xwhsbs teste Martino, cwAsol Zachero, corr. Suid. 

* ita interpunxi. 4 Soukedwy, rapaurd, Suid. 

5 cod. ol«lay. 6 supplevi e Suida. 7 cod. é¢’, corr. Suid. 

8 cf. eundem ad J//., p. 324, 3, Srt 82 Oda (8lws xal éxl roddr, 4 Kwrcds Agpodiry 
Snot, xGAa roabra éxréicaca Serpuod, ws év Aros Sed4AwWTAL. 

® cf. Stein, p. ii 10 cf. Harpocrat. s. Kwhids. 

11 ita scripsi, Steinio praeeunte, pro illo ¢yxelyesos (Dind.); cf. Hesych., Phot., 
Suid. s.v., Eust. in Dion. p. 591. Hesychius dxr%, inquit, els Oddaccay éfdxouca. 

12 Suows R, duolws alii. 
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epitheton {wornpia' docet, cum Preller-Robert*? id quoque ad terram 
in formam cinguli curvatam spectare arbitretur. atqui mos erat 
antiquis haud ignotus, utcumque verbum aliquid vix intellectum 
invenissent, historias ad hoc explicandum commenticias fingere ut 
causa nominis probaretur.* itaque quoniam ignorabant sane veteres 
illud Ked:dda ductum esse a nomine Hymetti montis pristino et 
Pelasgico KaAcd, ubi Venus antiquitus maximo cum studio culta 
esset, alii quidem alias causas rettulerunt.‘ 

de Genetyllide dea haec ad .Vud. 52 murifice scripta legimus : 
ol péy Tov wept ryv Adpodtryy dfiwvtor Oey piay dra &a 1d yoréoews 
atryy dra ros drOperas aitiay TpoicTaperyy Tey yduey Kai Trey éxi Trois 
yapos pvorppior, Oey nai supa “Pepains Berepis yeverpiais éy rots 
gdopas éoriy, xrA. immo Veneris cultum Genetricis ut matris 
Aeneadum primus instituit divus Iulius a.v.c. 708° neque umquam, 
quod sciam, velut Iunonem Lucinam vel Dianam Genitalem eam 
invocarunt puerperae.* scholium igitur hoc in Veneto conservatum 
e recentissimis illatum est. 

at minime certe mirum est si Venerem cum deabus quae parturi- 
entibus praesideant apud scholiastam coniungi reperimus, primum 
quod fanum illius deae templo Cereris quoque in Coliade promun- 
turio adiacebat, ut utraque inter deos yapsAiovs Thesmophoriis 
simul invocarentur,’ deinde quod Venus ipsa a Graecis interdum ut 
Ilithyia vel Iuno Lucina colebatur.* scholia autem vetustiora in eo 
exhibent constanuam, quod poetam fideliter secuta Genetyllidem 


2 OSA. i 275. 8 Gr. Myth“ i. 194, adn. § ad fin. 

*scne fabalae hoGe eleganter dicuntur “aetiologicae.” aliam praeterea 
causam wide rdicalam m Cod. Var. 1294 (Zacher, p. 609): dvjp tis pOelpas xbpny 
& caw colue ta Taw Tahoe éxsqnisty aal deGels dx THs Good lepdy lipdcaro Kwhiddos 
“Seuekcoys dresesares' 

Sod. Keun ropes, Basalt, Gr. Gesck* i 172. 

* Preten ocGan. Rom. Mrcé.? i 443 

tx Yericm pocsimam es v. 53 Vahl, ubi sic orat Ilia: te sale nata 
grene Vetca te genetrix patris nostri, et Serv. G. 2. 380: Genetrici vero 

< eo Rematae 

” Seine. Tess a F¥ox, p 355. Daremberg et Saglio, p. 1042. 

> Dass 3 s* ¢; Harrison et Verrall, p. 186. cf. illam etymologiam miram 
RA Yestcse a Cvrcia: geod ei [Veneri] primum in Cyprio insula templum sit 
SoBsatatcay ve gaa parsentibus praesideat, quod Graece xvev parere sit! 
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ferunt non ipsam esse Venerem, sed deam vel quasi genium cum ea 
sociatum. vide scholl. Zhesm. 130, ub. 52, Lys. 2, quae inter 
Symmachea tantum refert Stein (p. ii). 

decet vero hoc loco pauca dicere et de Gratiis, quas cum Venere 
praecipue societatem habuisse et quasi vinculum scit noster (fac. 41), 
ubi Ravennas, ’Adpodirys pty yap xai Xapirwy roAAy xowwwvia, exhibet. 
ceterum quod in Veneto cautius traditur Soxet ydp wws xowwvia 
dva: rovrwy trav Gedy, nescio an ab alio grammatico scriptum sit 
doctiore, qui aliis quoque dis eas nonnumquam coniungi sciret.! 
de numero earum scholium Iuntinum (ad /Vud. 773) quod vulgo 
fertur tradit; nam etiam aetate illius sculpturae Claromontanae? 
Gratias fuisse tres certum est. nomina autem cum noster Aglaiam, 
Thaliam, Suadelam dederit, Pausanias tamen* Hesiodum‘ comme- 
morat Aglaiam, Thaliam, Euphrosynen vocasse, addit autem haec: 
Kara ravra oe év érecivy éore rots 'Ovopaxpérov... Eppynordvaxre & 
Tp 7a éXeydia ypdavre rocdvde ov Kata THv Tov mpdrepov Sdfay éoriv 
aur@ meromnpévov, ws } WerOa Xapirwy dyn xai airy pia. qua re 
nostrum Scholium, licet sit satis recens, e viro aliquo fluxit haud 
indocto, qui Suadela una e Gratiis pro Euphrosyne memorata eo 
monstraverit elegicos Alexandrinos, quorum in numero Hermesia- 
nactem fuisse notum est, se inspexisse. 

restat ut epitheti mentionem faciam deae proprii in cod. Puteano 
ad Zhesm. 392 reperti, quod a viris doctis nondum satis animadver- 
sum esse videtur. nam ad verbum pvyorpdérous, quo poeta mulieres 
fallaces et subdolas notat, adnotatum invenio: puyia 4 “Adpodiry, 
quod etiam ap. Guignaut’ legitur auctoribus non laudatis, exstatque 
eodem modo in Bruchmanni £Zfithetis Deorum. 

cetera quae de hac dea narrantur omnibus nota sunt et antiquis 
et recentibus, ut auctores statuere nequeamus. talia sunt quae de 
donis Paridis tradit noster (4v. 1104), quae profecto in primis e 
Cypriis poemate cyclico cognita sunt. in his igitur non moramur. 


1 scholl. Pac. 456, Ack. 989. Gratias (an Horas?) cum Apolline coniunctas 
memorat Paus. 9. 35.1; cf. Harrison et Verrall, p. 383; Dar. et Sagl., p. 312; 
H. Hom. in Ven. 95. 2in Bibl. Vat. Harrison et Verrall, p. 382. 

39. 35- 3. sic etiam schol. vet. Pind. Olym. 14. 20. 4 Theog. 906-908. 

5 Religions de l’antiqusté, lib. 6, c. 5, p. 661. et Iunonem ita appellat, p. 607, 
adn. 2; cf. p. 566. Latona quoque uuxla dicitur ap. Euseb. praep. ev. iii. 84. 
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Apollinis Milesii Didymis praecipue culti mentionem facit schol. 
Lys. 1281: d&d Asdvpov (ita) rs MuAyrov rorov A:dupaios “Awo\Awy 
xakeira. Steinius vero Blaydesio praeeunte Audvpey scripsit. 

Apollo Ndzaos a Lesbiis celebratus memoratur a schol. ud. 144, 
ubi Lobeckii correctura a Dindorfio recepta est. noster enim, post- 
quam Apollonii sententiam Molonis filii refutavit, oracula non genuina 
esse nisi versibus epicis vel hexametris scripta sint, exemplum 
Pelopis adfert: dy AécBy & varaiov' “Arod\rwvos 6 Sofeis Medom 
(nempe xpyop0s), airotrros abrov dvdfypa Tov Geod THv dpva THY Xpvojy, 
érepa wapéxovre xapydso. historiam de agna illa aurea quae fratribus 
Atreo et Thyestae rixam conviciumque praeberet iam narraverat 
Euripides.*— non autem hunc, sed Anticlidem viram Alexandrinum 
vel maxime rerum sacrarum studiosum,’ in libro qui inscribebatur 
_ Nooros, noster est secutus. 

atque scientiam illius dei apud Lesbios solum culti itaque nominati 
—qui saltus incoleret pecudesque tueretur quae ibi pascerentur — 
Hellanico* certe omnes debuerunt antiqui, quoniam deum hoc 
nomine alibi cultum non videntur novisse.’ ego autem saltus omnes 
temporibus priscis Apollini pastori sacros fuisse arbitror, ut ubi- 
cumque pascua gregesque essent et numen quod eis praesideret 
praesto foret. alios igitur Apollines Namaiovs fulsse exspectandum 
est, atque plus semel animadverti illud vdwos etiam apud Pindarum 
una cum Apolline memoratum esse.*° Apollinem pastorem vene- 
rabantur antiqui ut pestem gregibus averteret. cum autem vulgo 
pestilentias oriri crederent a pecoribus atque inde in homines 
incidere,’? eundum deum in urbibus et vel maxime Athenis*® colebant 


1 Lobeck, Agi. p. 267, pro yoraralov. 

2 Or. 998; cf. 812, El. 718, /. 7. 812, 191. 

® vid. Susemihl, Gr. Litt. d. Alex. Zeit, 1. 358. fortasse scholiasta Anticlidis 
ecientiam per Istrum delibavit. Wellmann, de /stro Callimachio, pp. 43, 63-67. 

4d» AeoBiaxots, Steph. B. 8. Néwn. 

Satque ita res se habet de illo Apolline Mad\éerrs. Steph. B. 8. Madders, 
auctore eodem Hellanico. cf. Bekk. 4x. 3. 1187. 

* cf. Pind. Pyth. 5. 38 et 6.9; Schol. Pind. P. 1.et 5.4; Didymi Fragm. p. 240. 

T Schol. 77. 21. 448. ® Paus. 1. 3. 4; Cf. 8. 41. 8. 
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ut "AArefcxaxcy aut "Aworporaoy, quod memorant scholl. Pac. 422, 
Plut. 438, 359, cod. Par. Plut. 854. 

haud dubium est quin Didymus de Apolline qui Avxeos dicitur id 
repetierit quod veteres plerique sentiebant, cum illius nominis non 
a lucendo, sed a lupis originem duceret. nam et in schol. Soph. 
Electr. 6. et apud Hesych. s. Avxoxrovos lupos esse deo sacros 
affirmat, Aristarchi principio, qui haec animalia infesta esse Apollini 
censebat, sententia refutata. scholium igitur ad Av. 369' ex ipso 
Didymo ductum adferendum est: 16 wadasov rots AvKous dréxrevoy ey 
7H “Arrixg, xat vopos fv Avxoxrovely. 8&0 5 pev hovevwy réxvov AvKou 
rdAavrov é\duBavev, 6 88 réAccov dvo. dOev xal rov “Ardd\Awva AvKeLov 
cai Avxoxrovoy daciv. cum vero Eustathius ac Suidas? formam 
dwéxrewvoy conservarint, illam apud nostrum quoque legere malo, 
quia ipsis verbis perspicere licet haud dubie vestigia legis alicuius 
priscae, quae stipendium pro lupis caesis iubebat dari. 

absurdum scilicet omnibus videbitur qui hanc rem sine opinione 
iam praeiudicata indagaverint nexum et societatem, ut ita dicam, 
dei Apollinis cum lupis in mentem cultorum recentioribus tantum 
temporibus incidisse credere.* ipse enim Roscherus* lupum in 
Apollinis religionem immissum fatetur non per falsam etymologiam 
solum, sed propter causam aliquam quae iam diu perobscura atque 
adhuc ignota sit. ceterum hoc est observandum, lupum fuisse 
symbolum vel imaginem victoris aeque atque ferae trucis saevique.® 
sed quam ob rem lupus deusque una religione cultuque ita coniuncti 
sint e moribus elucet ac notionibus gentium barbarorum qui hodie 
usque haud dissimilia credant. sunt enim quibus videtur homini 
cuique, genti, nationi, denique populis cunctis animum quendam 
extra suum corpus in beluis residere, quae cum vitas tueantur 


1 cf. Suid. s. gecdpeda; Eust. 1604. 11: pac» paevydy, xdeewwdy kNeevvdy. ourw 
5e wal éxl rod xrelyw xrévvw, ov xphors cal dv ry “7d wadawdy NOKous dwéxrevvor 
év rp Arruy,” cal * vdu0s Ry NuKoKropvely. kal r@ xrelvayre uev Téxvov AUKou Tddavroy 
3l30cGar, Tw 8é Té\evoy, 8é0.” 

2 tribus codd. Choeroboscus ap. Cram. An. Ox. 2. 233, formam xréypw Aeo- 
licam dicit. 

8 quod tamen sentire videntur, Miill. Dor. ii. 304-305 ; Welck. G. G. i. 431, 473; 
Curt. Gr. Etym | 161; Dar. et Sagl., p. 317. 

* Rosch. Lex. p. 443. 

6 Mannhardt, Antike Wald-u. Feld-Kulte, 336. 
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curentque, tum idcirco ab eis coluntur. talia quidem animalia 
venerabantur, ut notum est, indigenae quae patriam olim nostram 
incolebant, quae suo sermone “totem” barbarice nominabant. 
cuius vero religionis mirae sane atque incultae vestigiorum apud 
Graecos obliti sunt homines post elegantes urbanique facti, ut illum 
deum priscum Arcadum et Atticorum rusticorum ei qui Lucis vel 
Solis et sibi et populis Asiaticis numen fuisset plane adsimularent.! 
historiam Ionis Apolline nati atque Creusa Erechthei filia Xuthique 
uxore tangit schol. 4v. 1527: xar d&\XAapiv dors rod "ArdAAwvos. Séov 
yap elwetv, & rarpwos "Ardd\Awv,  dAXos Tis TOV Gedy. rarppov 8 Tindow 
"ArdAAwva APnvaio, ere “Iwv, 6 wod€uapyos "APnvaiwv, é& "Aro\Xwvos 
xai Kpeovons ris HovOov éyévero. adde quoque schol. /Vud. 1468. 
verbis illis 4... 6edv concludas nostrum alios quoque censuisse 
deos praeter Apollinem Athenis zarpwovs nominatos esse, quam 
nonnullos opinionem inter Athenienses ipsos habuisse constat.? 
deinde voce roAéuapxos id exprimitur, quod Ionem propter temporum 
discrepantias Attici in numerum suorum heroum dubitabant adsci- 
scere,®> quem advenam in Atticam pervenisse recte rettulit Ponticus 
Heraclides 1. 1, qui de hac re verbo utitur cvvoixjoas.* nunc restat 
ut scholiastae auctorem quaeramus. cum enim historici atque 
Atticarum rerum?’ scriptores Ionem fuisse Xuthi, non Apollinis 
fillum tradidissent, illos quidem nostrum neglexisse manifestum est. 
sed Harpocratio eadem fere, quae scholiasta tradit, perhibet auctore 
Aristotele ; hic autem, quoad invenire potui, primus Ionem roA¢uapxov_ 


1 Plin. H. NV. 8. 82; E. Abbot, Ast. Gr. i. 68; Dar. et Sagl., p. 314 (s. Apollon); 
Harrison et Verrall, p. 219. Iuppiter quoque Lycaeus apud Arcades colebatur, 
Dar. et Sagl., p. 317. lupos in Arcadia permultos fuisse testatur Ps.-Apollod. 
2.5.6. quitamen totemismum, ut ita dicam, apud Graecos fuisse negaverint hoc 
respiciant Porphyrii (de Adstinent. 4. 16, p. 254.N.): Thy yap KowdrynTa Rudy Thy 
wpds Ta fwa almrropero Sid TOY Sw Huds unre eldbaci, KTr. 

2 vide sis quo modo Socrates ap. Plat. Euthyd. 302 C, Dionysodorum, qui 
Iovem rarpyo» dixit, reprehendat. 

8 cf. Stein ad Herod. 8. 44, qui verbo de Ione orpardpyyns utitur; sic Eust. ad 
Dionys. P. 423. 

4 Salmasius igitur in errorem incidit, qui pro olx}#ea»ros ap. Harpocr. ‘Aw. warp. 
olxlcavros legeret; cf. Paus. 1. 31. 3. 

§ Herod. 7. 94, 8. 44; Ephorus ap. Strab., pp. 383, 397; Philoch. ap. Harp. 
8 fondpoula; Paus. I. 31. 3, 7. I. 2. 
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dixit.! huius igitur de libro sumpta quae legimus in schol. Av. 1527 
et ub. 1468. Aristoteles denique ante oculos habuit Euripidem.’ 

ad eundem arbitror Aristotelem ea quoque referenda esse quae in 
argumenti parte quarti Ranarum nugis ineptiisque recentissimi 
grammatici mixta Apollinis certamen cum Marsya commemorant :* 
ws TO trp piow Opnnpy tis dvovupos ype Sdrvpos, Harddw d Képxay, 
4 wréov edaeiv, Evpuros piv rogicj, Mapovas 8 povoixy re *AroAAwn, 
xrX. nunc conferas Laertium Diogenem (2. 46), qui Aristotelem de 
similibus altercationibus notabilibus disserentem sic laudat: rovrp 
(h.e. Socrati) ris, xabd pyow “AptororéAns év rpirw wept roiytixys, 
éidoveixes “Avridoyos Anunos xat Avripav 6 reparooxdros, ws IvOaydpg 
KvAwv Kporwndrys: xat Svaypos ‘Opjpw (avr, drobavevre 58 Eevoda- 
vns 6 KoAodanos: xai Képxwy “Hod (ovr, reAevrycarre 8¢ 6 mrpoepr- 
peévos Revoparys, xrA. 

pro illo musici nomine Xdrvpos a scholiasta exhibito vix sufficit 
illud Diogenis Xvaypos subponere, cum ne hanc quidem formam 
omnes codices praebeant, quam apud Eustathium (// 4. 20) 
iterum falsa scriptura legimus: ws xat AlAcavos torropel, pera ‘Opdéa 
xat Movoaioy Svaypos yéyove wounrys. quod si eius auctorem Aelia- 
num‘ ipsum scrutamur, hunc non Xvaypov, sed Olaypov re vera 
scripsisse apparebit: Olaypés tis éyévero wotnris per ‘Opdéa xai 
Movoaioy, os A€yera rov Tpwixdy woAcuov mp@ros dou, péyioryns odTos 
trobécews AaBopevos xai émiroApnoas Tavry. cCulus verba extrema 
diligenter sunt consideranda, quippe quae, sicut noster, testantur 
insolentiam illius Oeagri, qui ultro cum ipso Homero contenderet. 
quibus locis expensis mihi quidem persuasum est scholiastae verbum 
Xdrupos esse in illud Otaypos mutandum.’ 

Apollinis pugnam Delphicam cum Pythone serpente leviter per- 
stringere videtur scholiasta ad Fac. 453,° quem ex ipsius verbis Calli- 
machum secutum esse patet. praeterea notandum est Apollodorum 


1 Resp. Athen. 3. 2; cf. Paus. 2. 14. 2. 

2 quae ad schol. Av. 1527 attinent, iam indicarunt Kaibel et Wilamowitz 
(frag. i), causis rationibusque non allatis. omiserunt schol. Vd. 1468, quem 
locum huc pertinere ex Polluc. 8.85 patet. Adde ud. 984, Pac. 46. 

8 Dind.-Diibn., p. 274 a, 35. 4 V.H. 14, 21. 

6 Oeagrus nominatur Orphei pater (Ap. Rh. 2. 703; 1. 23, alii). 

6 scholium hoc omissum est in Rav. et Ven. 
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saltem pro fonte de hac re habere eum non potuisse. ille’ enim 
etymologiam sive originem verbi ixraey quam dissimillimam profert, 
ut deus ijos nominatus sit dxé rot xara xoopov tecOas xai léva, qua 
sententia ille ab Aristarcho, Callimacho, Timotheo, nempe ut Stoicis 
imbutus rationibus, distat.* 

de Apolline qui dicitur "Ayuevs quae-noster tradit (Vesp. 875; cf. 
Thesm. 489) e Dieuchida historico Megarensi illata sunt. is quidem 
ut qui eo tempore scriberet cum fabulis commenticulisque admodum 
delectarentur homines, res gestas cum fabulis saepius permiscebat.* 
cuius autem ex verbis, licet sint corrupta a librariis, facile illum 
perspicitur cultus originem Apollinis "Ayuéws, id est qui viis praesidet, 
e Doribus duxisse. atque eodem ex fonte hausit Harpocrationis 
auctor.‘ 

hoc vero notandum est, nostro quidem semper fere curae esse 
palam dicere Apollinem esse eundem ac Solem,* quod non accidisset 
si temporibus ille recentioribus scripsisset, cum iam ii di plane apud 
scriptores confusi essent.® qua re nusquam apud scholiastam verbum 
opus est “HXsoy in "Ard\Awva corrigere, id quod voluerunt quidam 
ad £y. 729 et Plut. 1054. 

Solem atque Apollinem quamquam non discrevit Philochorus,’ 
non tamen ea ad illum, sed ad Apollodorum quae dixit scholiasta 
referenda suspicor. hunc enim de Solis Apollinisque similitudine 
fuse ac studiose disseruisse docet Heraclides in Aligoriis Homericas.® 

an hoc quoque scholium ex eodem Apollodoro ductum sit pro 
certo nequeo equidem affirmare: Pac. 410, émexads 8&8 of BapBapor 


1 frag. 7, ap Macrob. 1.17, 19, in libro quarto decimo wept 6ed». Ephorus 
quidem hanc historiam ita tractabat ut veras causas rationesque rei fabulari 
inmisceret. Strab. 9. 422; Christ, p. 279; Busolt,® i. 157. 

2 E. M. 469. 53; schol. //. 10. 391; Bergk. P. Z. G.* 3.624. de paeane cf. etiam 
scholl. Pac. 555, Av. 772, Plut. 636. 

8 Susemihl i. 532. 

4 Qui Dieuchidam é» rp 7 rd» MeyapixGy laudat. cf. Suid.; Bekk. 4. 331. 32; 
Zonarae Lex., p. 20. 

6 Nub. 595, $71; Pac. 410; Plut. 8. 

6 cf. Bekk. An. 331. 33, 443- 333 Tzetz. Lyc. 208. 

7 E. M. 768 =m Phot. et Suid. s. Tperowdropes. 

8 Alieg. Hom. 6-7, hxplBwrat 3° 4 wept rodrwr dwédekis xal “Aroddoddépy, rept 
wacay loroplay dvdpt dary. 
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rév Te HALOV Kal THY TAnVHY Oey parXOV Tdyrwv céBover. 8a TOTO Kai 
tiv AnXov xal tiv “Edecov ob SceAvpyvavro. & piv yap yAos ‘Ard\dwy 
dvevomuoro, 4 St “Apress ceAjvyn. quae vero ad Apollinem atque 
Delum insulam attinent, eorum auctor est Herodotus.' Persas 
autem templo quoque Ephesio pepercisse verum licet sit,? quo pacto 
noster quidem cognoverit plane me fugit. Timaeum fortasse Tauro- 
menitam, quem potissimum de beneficiis quaesisse quibus Persae 
illi templo favebant apparet ex ipsa reprehensione Artemidori apud 
Strabonem*® commemorata, auctor inspexit scholiastae. neque inter 
se congruunt hic et Diodorus,‘ qui Persas refert Graecorum urbes 
adgressos aedificiaque populatos omnia delubrum celeberrimum deae 
solum quae ‘Hyéa diceretur integrum reliquisse. eum autem de 
locis Aegaeo mari adiacentibus disserentem auctorem secutum esse 
Apollodorum monuit Bethius.°® 

Aristaeum filium Apollinis et Cyrenes novit schol. Zg. 894, qui 
eum laserpicii usum herbae pretiosissimae® primum invenisse solus,’ 
ni fallor, docet. sed alia quidem alii memorant bona ab illo inventa 
hominibusque donata, quorum venationem schol. Pind. Pyth. 9, 113, 
Diod. 4. 81, schol. Ap. Rh. 2. 498 ® una commemorant. at scholiasta 
Pindari in eo cum nostro convenit, quod Aristaeum et peAcros evperny 
appellat ; his autem donis addit Diodorus (4. 81) ydAaxros mig, vel 
caseum. his igitur comparatis rebus facile perspicitur altera ex 
parte scholiastas Pindari Aristophanisque, ex altera vero Diodorum 
et Apollonii interpretem ad eundem fontem congressos, varia et quae 
sibi cuique placeret sumpsisse. at scholiastam Apollonii et Diodorum 
usque libellum a Dionysio qui dicitur Scytobrachione saeculo fere 
septimo post urbem conditam scriptum, sicut Ps.-Apollodorum atque 
Hyginum, ante oculos habuisse multis comprobavit indiciis Bethius.° 


16.97. cf. schol. Pac. 407, 410. 

2 vid. Brisson de regum Persar. princip. ii. § 32; Creuzer-Guignaut, lib. iv, 
C. 4, p. 113; cf. p. 126, adn. 6. 

8 Strab. 14, p. 640. 

4 5. 62. 5 Herm. xxiv. (1889), p. 402 seqq. 

6 vid. Stein. ad Herod. 4. 169. 

7 nisi quod eadem tradit Suid. s. DAquo». 

8 qui auctores laudat Pherecydem, Ariaethum, Agroetam é» rpérw A:Suxd», 
Mnaseam, Acesandrum ép rots rept Kuphyns. 

® Quaestiones Diodoreae, p. 54 sq. 


102 C. B. Gulick. 


num igitur dubites fateri et Didymum, sive quis potius illa scholia 
in Pindarum et Aristophanem composuerit, ad eundem Dionysium 
quasi magistrum remeasse ? 

Apollinis servitutem quam apud Laomedontem Troianorum regem 
is una cum Neptuno passus erat iam ab Homero relatam tangit 
schol. Av. 584: pucOopopd Sé- rovro dé dare érei Aaopédovra rijs 
rexodopias yucbov yrncey. cf. Zhesm. 110: os THv “Inov érefyucev. 
verbum re:xodouias videas unde in scholiastae mentem occurrerit ex 
IT, 21. 444: 9 roe éyw Tpweoror wor wépe reéixos Eepa. 

non ineptum esse puto duos locos (schol. /Vud. 133 et Plut. 604) 
proferre, qui cum Didymo attribuendi sunt tum haud satis animad- 
versi sunt a doctis viris: Bowrots yap dvacrdrots tro Opaxay yevouevors 
Kal wept droixtas pavrevomevors elirev 6 Beds excl xaroxely évOa dy Dwor 
Aevxov Kdpaxa, of 8” éy @erradig mapa rov Ilayaorrixdy xddArov eddov 
wepumtapeévous Tovs Tov ‘AmddAwvos lepods Kdpaxas, ovs maides adyxay 
yupdoavres td péOns, xat redeioOa rov xpnopov dyoavres évravfa 
xarwKnoav. sic schol. Vuéb.; eadem habet schol. P/ut. 604, ubi dd 
@paxayv quod codices praebent ego in ixd' mutaverim. corrige etiam 
hic illud wept rov Tayaccrixoy xdArrov pro wapd. neque mihi quidem 
liquet cur vir summus ad Diod. 19. 53 illud Dayaoircxdy in Iaya- 
oytixov mutaverit. nam forma Ilayactrixdy ex illo Tayaciry xoArw 
ap. Ps.-Dem. xi. 26 firmatur. 

haec Didymi verba variis sane modis alii exscripserunt multi, 
quorum conferas Zenobium (3. 87), unde cum Menandri comici 
faciat mentionem Didymum manifestum est similia certe etiam si 
non plane eadem ut proverbium és xopaxas explicaret aliis in partibus 
commentariorum suorum identidem attulisse. a Zenobio porro* 
certiores facti sumus Aesopum Aristotelemque de causis illius pro- 
verbi oriundi eum legisse. Didymi autem verba neglegenter ut 
videtur exscripsit in suo lexico Pausanias apud Eust. 1746. 65. 

sed alio quoque modo scholiasta noster usui est, quod vir doctus 
Naberus in Photii editione non satis perspexit. etenim ea quae 
apud lexicographum mutilate et corrupte tradita ille non exputavit, 
sic fere apparet esse supplenda, Phot. és xdpaxas: Bowwrois 6 Oeds 


1 cf. Herod. 1. 97, 106; 7. 220; Thuc. 1. 12. 
2 = Suid. és Képaxas. 
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éxpnoev Gwrov Gy Nevxoi xdpaxes dPOGcu, Exel xarorxely. epi (lege mapa) 
8 ray Mayaoerixdy (ita) xdAwov tro waiduv dxdxwv yupwlévras xpaxas 
iSevres mepireropevous {rovs) rot ‘AwdAXwvos Seas KOpaxas), wKyTav 
éxei, xaXécaryres TO xwpioy Kdpaxas.’ 

atque in hunc locum germanum esse arbitror scholium de 
Amphictyonibus origineque nominis illius IvAaydépa: introducere, 
Nub. 623: xara woduv 8° éreprov rovs Gicovras (ad concilium Am- 
phictyonum) xai cvvedpevcovras: xai Roay of weumropevos TvAayopa: Kal 
lepopypoves. A€yovor 58 dri vAddys rpwros expiOy exit rp KAvrapvy- 
orpas povy xai é€ abrov rovvopna oxely Tov ToToV. 

ex extremis quidem huius scholii verbis, quae longum erat mihi 
cuncta exhibere, non temere colligas argumentum de historico aliquo 
nostrum sumpsisse. Suidas autem s. IvAayopa: eadem habet; mox 
s. HvAa et “Iepopvjpoves simillima ex Harpocratione?’ exscripsit, qui 
rursus suum declarat auctorem his verbis, @eoropmos év r7 X’. 

historiam de Pylade supra narratam apud schol. Soph. Zrach. 639 
sic scriptam reperies: els ryv Aeyouevny IvAaiay, wept 7s "Aydbwy 
gnoi IvAadsyv rov Srpodpiov mp@rov avorycacba (R. et Br. xpeOqvar) év 
77 Dwxids, xaBorpopevov ro eri KAvraipvyorpe pioos, xal dar’ abrov THv 
avvodoyv IIvAaiav dyot rpocayopever Gat. 

quae de Apolline qui Aogias dicitur apud schol. P/ut. 8 feruntur 
ea recentiorem quendam grammaticum commentum esse liquet: 
rp St Aokia: rp ‘ArodAwm: yrow te AokHv iav wéprovte: Ao~a yap 
pavrevera: 6 Oeos. 7 TH AokHY wopeiay rrovovpévp’ 6 avros ydp éom THO 
Wrim. dAdAws: erady wAdyos ev to Cwdiaxe héperas 6 abrds yALos wv, 
xrA., quae inter ineptias illas quas hic illic sparsit in scholiis Tzetza 
referenda sunt.® atqui alteram hanc doctrinam satis esse antiquam 
docet Cornut. 226: Aogay St xai repioxeAay ovrwv TOV xpnopPeY ots 
SiBwor, Aokias wvopacra: % drs ris Aokorynros THs mopeias Hv woretras 
da rod (wStaxod xvxAov. nam Pythagoreum est teste Etym. Mag.‘ 

aetate etiam recentiore exortum est schol. Iuntinum ad F/uf. 39, 
id quod iam vidit Kuesterus. atque Hemsterhusius, “unde fluxerint,” 


1 atque Ephorum fortasse consuluit Didymus. cf. Strab. 9. 401, Diod. 19. 53. 
2 vid. s. Tlddas et 8. ‘Iepourtpoves. 

3 cf. eundem ad Lyc. 1467. Suid. s. Aoglas; Eust. 794, 54. 

4 569. 46. cf. etiam Heraclitum ap. Plut. Pytk. Or. 21. 
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inquit, “aperient Oecumenius, Origenes, alii.” at non sentit vir 
acutus illum verborum lusum, ra ris pavreias, } paAAov pavias, inter 
primos dixisse Clementem Alexandrinum,' qui d:a7ynou: jyiy, clamavit, 
kai THs GAAys parrixys, wGAAov St pannyjs, ra dxpnora xpnorypia, xrd.! 


"Apns. 


Martem deum e Thracia ortum duxisse secundum poetas® narrat 
schol. 4v. 1369, quae fama adeo in commentarios‘ antiquos late 
perfusa est, ut auctorem statuere non possimus. Amazones, quarum 
fuisse reginam Amazonem Martis filiam dicit Pherecydes,® Marti ut 
videtur equos albos immolabant.® ac de Scythis quidem similia 
tradiderat Herodotus (4. 61), quem profecto ante oculos habere 
noster potuit. 

patrem Enyalii secundum aliquos fuisse eum testatur schol. Fac. 
457: Teves dt "Apews xai "Evvots rov "Evvddsov. of 5¢ Kpovov xai “Péas, 
sententiam vero priorem, Enyalium Marte et Bellona natum esse, 
recentiores modo habuerunt teste //adis scholiasta (17.211), alteram 
autem superiores aetate, ut ait Eustathius (p. 944, 56): of 3& waAaoé 
dact xat ore ’Evuddsos Kpovov xai “Péas vids. 

num autem Enyalius ille diversus a Marte esset magna inter 
philologos Alexandrinos controversia exstabat. nam conferas sis 
primum schol. Fac. 457, ubi sane videtur ipse poeta illos distinguere’: 
pos TOVs olopévous TOY vewTépwy Tov avrov elvar “Apea Kai "Evuddiov, car’ 


1 Protr., p. 11, Potter. 

2 quod vero de nominis origine Apollinis Pythii a putrescendo apud scholiastam 
fertur id plurimum valebat. cf. Hymn. Apoll. Pyth. 193; Macrob. 1. 17. 50, od« 
dwxd rijs wedcews (id quod senserat Apollodorus, Strab. 9. 419), sed dwd rod wifew 
id est ofre», quod numquam sine vi caloris efficitur. cf. Shaks. nostrum 1 Hen. JV. 
ii. 4. 113, Didst thou never see Titan kiss a dish of butter? Ham. ii. 2. 182, For 
if the sun breed maggots in a dead dog, being a god (libri good) kissing carrion. 

8 J], 13. 301; Od. 8. 361; Soph. Ant. 970; Callim. 4. De/. 63; Roscher, Apollon 
u. Mars, p. 113 sq. 

# schol. //. 13. 301; Eust. Od. 8. 361; Tzetz. Lyc. 937; Cornut. 21, p. 192. 

§ schol. Ap. Rh. 2. 990; cf. Schol. //. 24. 804, Townl. 

® schol. Zys. 191; cf. Preller-Robert,‘ i. 343, adn. 5. 

7 contra, Roscher, Lex., p. 1250. 
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éxiderov. *AAxpava 88 A€yovowy érét pev rov abrov A€yayv, Sré St Sucupetv.’ 
unde scholiastam apparet ipsum Alcmanem non legisse. ac schol. 
Soph. Asac. 179 eandem comprobare opinionem strenue videtur 
conari, ut conicias hunc ac nostrum eundem habuisse auctorem 
quem schol. //. 17. 211 (cf. 20. 69): ore €rcOerixas dro THs "Evvois, 
woNeuKAsS ovons, 6 “Apys *Evuddsos, ws xal "Apyids ris did rou “Apews: 
ox, ws of vedrepot, "Evvois viov, ovdt ws *Arrixoi, dudepovra rod 
“Apews Oecv riva. Atticos vero, qui Enyalium Martemque discreve- 
rint, intellegi vult Sophoclem Aristophanemque.? 

iam longe post Aristophanem poetam historia pervulgata est quam 
tradit scholiasta® de puero quodam Alectryone Martis amasio, quem, 
ut de aditu Vulcani moneret, deus ante fores statuisset. constat 
ipsum Didymum hanc ignorasse* fabulam (nam ad eum pertinent 
sola quae Venetus priore parte scholii servavit), quam repetit 
Lucianus® uberius et ornatius. cum autem eandem fere narrationem 
servaverit Eustathius,° haud perperam concludas primum eam finxisse 
Apionem Didymi alumnum, quem, utpote rhetorem floridiorem,’ cum 
sermonibus elegantibus gauderet, hanc quoque fabellam invenisse 
non absurdum mihi quidem videtur credere. is igitur, ut opinor, in 
suis commentariis Homericis primus haec tradidit quibus et nostrum 
usum esse de hac re constat e schol Pac. 778: onpeovra 8 ratra 6 
pox00s (hic est Apio; Suid. s. ’Amiwv) mpds rovs dOerotvras thy év 
*"Odvoce’a "Apews xai ’Adpodirns poryxeiav. 


“A premis. 


de cultu Dianae quae ’Ayporépa vocatur haec narrat schol. £7. 660: 
iSiws yap of *"APyvaion wéBovor Kai Tindor THv "Ayporépay “Apremy, KrA. 
in extremis quidem nostrum in errorem incidisse, qui boves, non 
capras dixerit Callimachum Dianae devovisse, vidit iam Meiners,°® 


1 PLG. iii. 67, frag. 104. Ibycus vero eos non separat; cf. frag. 29, Bergk. 

2 cf. etiam, Xen. An. 1. 8.18; 5. 2.14; Hedi. 2. 4.17; Cyrop. 7. 1. 26. 

8 Av. 835. * nec cognoverat Servius, 4. 1. 664; 8. 373. 

§ Gall. 3. 6 Od. 1598. 62. 

7 Christ, Gr. Litt., p. 559. de historiis Martis Venerisque bene meritus est 
K. Tiimpel, Jahrb. f. Philol., Suppl. 11, 653 seqq.; cf. p. 717. 

8 pp. 321-322. 
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quamquam rationem qua peccatum sit is quidem non excogitavit. 
quonam modo fit ut noster contra Xenophontis et Plutarchi testi- 
monia' ita rem rettulerit? ignorabat scilicet quae de illius deae 
apud Lacedaemonios cultu tradita sunt;? nesciebat omnino hircos 
ei rite immolari posse. contra, ut in Atheniensium modo rebus 
instructus, intellegebat homines aetate posteriores illud animal 
victimam haud gratam deae habuisse; igitur cum illam historiam 
de hircis Dianae immolatis nescio ubi legisset, rationes ad eam rem 
explicandam ipse commentus est. 

quae de Diana Dictynna servantur finxit, ut opinor, Tzetza (Ran. 
1356), primum quod Lycophronem citavit,® tum quod fabellam de 
Britomarti, ut mos ei erat, unicam aliasque nusquam repertam‘* 
tradidit : daci 5é, inquit, érz wudy ris Borropapris xaAoupevn, Onpevovod 
wore Sextrvos Tigi Kara ruynv tvewece, nai trd “Apréudos probdoa 
Auxrivvys *Aprépidos tepov MSpvoaro, quod vero a scholiasta Eur. App, 
(146, 1130), Cuius auctor fuit Callimachus, plane discrepat.’ 

de Diana Brauronia quoniam multa iam scite disputavit Wilamo- 
witz,° ac Stein scholium in Lysistratam (v. 645) ad illum cultum 
pertinens maxima cum cura et diligentia nuper edidit, perpauca 
vero restant quae addam. quae tamen hac de re sentiam breviter 
exponam. noster enim dicit, auctore Euphorione tragoedo, of & ra 
wept tH "Idiyéveayv ev Bpavpou daciv <yeyevnoGar),’ ode ev AtA... 
Sox? St ’Ayapépvwr ohayidoo THv "Idcyevaay dy Bpavpon, ovx dv Atri. 
quibus verbis intellegitur tam late de Agamemnone fabulas in 
Atticam quoque pervasisse ut vix separari possent discernique quae 
ad Dianam Brauroniam hoc loco cultam attineant atque ad eandem 
Dianam in Munichia cultam, id quod temere fecit vir summus.® 
neque enim Didymus eas deas discrevit, cum Harpocratio, dpxredou, 


1 Xen. An. 3. 2.12; Plut. Malign. Herod. 26 ad fin. 

2 Xen. Hell. 4. 2. 20; cf. Rep. Lac. 13. 8. 

8 cf. Tzetz. in Lyc. 1297. 

4 vid. Dar. et Sagl. s. Britomartis, p. 750. 

5 cf. etiam Paus. 2. 30. 3; Diod. 5. 76; [Verg.] Cir. 295. 

® Hermes xviii. 249. 7 supplevi. 

® cf. Preller-Robert,* i. 312, adn. 2. Strab. 14. 639, era Ildyeda wodly mop, lepdy 
tyov "Apréucdos Movruxlas, pupa Ayapéuvovos. fama illius ducis quam late 
pervenerit indicat etiam proverbium ’Ayapyeurdveca dpéara, Zenob. 1. 6. 
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inquit,... 17d xafepwOjva: xpd ydpwv ras wapOévovs ry ’Aprémd ty 
Movvvxia 9} r7 Bpavpwvig. nunc respice Ravennatem, qui cum locis 
iam laudatis convenit: éyndicavro py mporepov auvaxiLerOa dvipi 
wapOevov el py doxrevoaey ry Jed, unde patet, tempore quolibet ante- 
quam nupsissent virgines ritibus quibus ursam quodam modo imita- 
rentur deae se devovere oportuisse. nusquam autem dicitur puellas 
decem annos natas haec celebrasse,! sed aliquando ante conubium. 
quae si ita sunt, maximo in errore versatur Didymus, qui apud 
Harp. s. Sexarevey hoc dixerit vocabulum idem quod dpxredoa 
significare, quia ursas puellae imitarentur decem annos_natae.? 
quin tu vide Harp. Movwyiwv: 6 Séxaros piv wap ’A@Pyvains ovTw 
xareiras, dv 8& rovrw Te pyvi "Apréeuids Overar Movyvyia. quod si recte 
haec exposui, eandem esse Dianam Munichiam ac Brauroniam, 
eosdemque in utriusque honorem ritus celebratos, facile concesseris, 
decimo mense anni Attici haec sacra Dianae quoque Brauroniae 
esse facta. verbum igitur dexareveay non respicit puellarum aetatem 
ursas imitantium, sed ad tempus anni, quo illos ritus faciebant, 
referendum est, quare et dexarevey et dpxrevey idem significant. 

de moris origine et significatione pauca mihi disserenda. neque 
alienum meo quidem iudicio hanc consuetudinem rudem atque 
incultam cum simili— mirum quam —apud barbaros hodie reperta 
comparare., nam in insulis eois prope terras Sericas eodem fere quo 
Graeci modo populos feros ursum venerari audimus.’ catulum enim 
ursae a venatoribus captum atque in oppidum delatum mansuefaciunt 
(cf. schol.: dpxros ris So0cioa eis ro icpov ris "Aprémudos apepwOn), 
quem nutriunt familiariterque tractant (ort oty pia ris mapbevos 
irate xpos airg). postea autem, cum tempus iam adest, multis 


1 neque hercle poeta huius rei est auctor, nam cum Lys. 641 dicit: elr’ dderpls 
§ Sexéris o8c0a rdpxryérs: Kar Fxovca Tdv Kpoxwrdy Epxros # Bpavpwrlas, illo car’ 
docet posteriore demum tempore ursas eas fuisse quam molebant rj dpxryére ; 
haec autem non Diana, ut ait noster, sed Minerva est. nam Dianam dpxyryérw 
apud Atticos nusquam reperies, quamquam Ephesi erutus est titulus qui hoc 
nomen memorat; Wood, /nscr. in Gr. Theatres, i. col. 1,17; Dar. et Sagl., p. 148. 

2 Didymi igitur est schol. Zys. 641, quod illud dpxyér: de Diana dictum 
esse intellegit. ac Didymus quidem librum rept rot dexarebca: totum scripsit ; 
M. Schmidt, p. 13. 

8 vid. Frazer, Golden Bough, ii. 99 sq. 
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salutationibus et precationibus dum mulieres puellaeque tamquam 
piantes circa ludunt et saltant, viri occidunt (Aumybeis 6 ddeAdos 
airs dydite ryv dpxrov. 4 Se “Apreuis éxéAcvoe wapGevoy wacay pip1- 
cacGa Tiv dpxrov mpd Tov ydpov, xrA.).! denique observandum est, 
cum apud Argivos cerva, non ursa, Dianae sacra esset,*? cervamque 
Iphigeniae deam substituisse plerique tradidissent, Atticos tamen 
Euphorionem ac Pleuronium ursam pro cerva illi subpositam esse 
dixisse, quippe qui ursam velut animal deae sanctum habebant. 
quoniam praeterea de hac re disseruit Phanodemus,® haud dubium 
est quin Apollodorus, cui scholium de Diana Brauronia adsignavit 
Stein,* ac Didymus auctores habuerit Atthidographos. 

historicos utique Hellanicum et Phanodemum videmus de Diana 
Colaenide atque Amarynthia laudatos a schol. dv. 873: gyoi de 
“EAAduixos (frag. 79) KoAavov “Eppot droyovoy éx pavreiov iepov idpv- 
cacGa. Koravidos ’Aprépsdos, xai Davodnpos (frag. 2) év ry F. Evhponos 
dé drow are ev ’ApapivOw % Kodawis, da 1d roy ’Ayapénvova Oto 
airy exe xptov KoAov.. . rovro 8 piprore éoxediacra. of yap Mupprvovoror 
Kodawida érovopdfover riv "Apremv, worep IHeapaeis trav Movmnyiay, 
Diralda: 5¢ rv Bpavpwviay. hoc quidem scholium a Didymo con- 
scriptum est, id quod docet illud uyzore, h.e. fortasse.5 sed Pausa- 
nias adeo, ut videtur, contra Euphronium se declarat, ut 1. 31. 4 
affirmet: ’AOpoveis 5¢, inquit, ripaorw ’Apapvoiay “Apreuy, non autem 
illam Kodavida. item 1. 31.5: dore "Apdpuvbos év EvBoig ... ravry 
pay yevéoOa rd dvopa eri rovrm rapa "AOpovedory yyotpas, ryv St ey 
Muppivodvre Kodavida dro Kodatvod xadciofa. quod tamen noster 
dicere volebat clarum est: in oppido Amaryntho Euboico esse 
Dianam Colaenida, cuius cultum instituisset Colaenus Mercurii 
filius, teste Hellanico, sed in Athmonia demo Attico, quo religio 
illius deae postea esse videtur® translata, Dianam Amarysiam coli, 
nomine deae ex oppido sumpto; deinde in demo Myrrhinunte Colae- 
nidem eandem appellari, itaque nomen a Euboicis suae deae datum 


1de eadem re similia fere ap. Bekk. Am. 1. 444, quo apparet ursos antiquitus 
in Attica fuisse multos. cf. Eust. 331. 26; Suid. “Exfapds elu. 

2 an “totem” liceat vocare? schol. Soph. Electr. 6. 

8 frag. 11, £. Al. 747. 57. cf. Tzetz. Lyc. 683. 

* p. xii. 5 M. Schmidt, p. 212. 

® cf. Preller-Robert,‘ i. 311, adn. 4. 
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in Attica quoque servari. res autem satis est obscura, quam etiam 
interpretes antiqui se ipsi negarent intellegere.’ de Diana Ama- 
rynthia licet disputaverit Apollodorus,? non audeo idcirco affirmare 
Euphronium illum habuisse auctorem. 

mentionem tantummodo facit schol. £g. 84, Dianae quae in 
Magnesia <Aevxoppuyvy vocabatur, qui de Themistocle locutus, 
BovAcro, inquit, xai iepovpyjoou ry Aevxodput (ita) "Apréudk. quo 
pacto Dindorfius Suidam neglexerit hic quidem licet perspicere. 
nam cum Venetus Acuxodpviii, @ autem Aeuxodpvyid: exhibeat, ille 
grammaticus formam Aevxodpvivy servavit, vix illam quidem rectam, 
sed cui nihilominus veterem veramque subesse suspicemur. nam 
cum Strabonem® de Tenedo disserentem illo Aevxodpys usum esse 
videamus, sed contra de Magnesia‘ forma a titulis® firmata Aevxo- 
dpvnm, hanc denique, illo Suidae Aevxodpyivy comparato, apud 
nostrum restituendam censeo. 

iam vidimus® Apollodorum omnia quae de Diana Brauronia adfe- 
runtur auctorem nobis praestitisse. tum vide Suid. s. ravporoAov: 
riv "Aprewy, ott ws Tavpos wepieiot mdvra, ws *AmoAAcdupos.’ eius- 
dem igitur sententiam profert idem s. ravporoAa (cf. schol. Soph. 47. 
172), 9 Ore } adry dort Ty TEAHVY® Kal eroyxetrar ravpots* YY Kal Tavpwrrov 
dvopafovew. hinc colligas et scholiastam (Lys. 443) illius doctri- 
nam servare, cum ad verba vw) thy Pwodopoy, ray “Apremev, inquit, 
ovTws éxdAovy, éxet Sadodxos. avr yap Ty “Exary. 7 éma Kai ty 
weAnvy 7 adry. ac scholiastam Theocriti quoque ex eodem fonte 
hausisse haec indicant ad /d@y//, 2. 12: wai viv “Apremis xaXctrat Kai 
PvrAck xai Sadodyxos xai Pwodopos. laudat etiam poetae fabulam quae 
AaraXeis ferebatur (frag. 204 K). 


1 Paus. l.c. 

2 ap. Strab. 10. 448, Demetrii Scepsii librum secutus qui Tpwixds dicdxoopos 
inscribebatur. vid. Niesium in A/us. Rhen. 32. 267. 

8 13. 604. 

414. 647. 

5 CIG. 2914, 3137 (Ditt. Sy//oge, 171). post in Aevxoppérn contractum est; Paus. 
1. 26. 4, 3. 18.9; schol. Clem. Profr., p. 786. 

6 p. 108. 

7 “mira etymologia,” Heynius ad Apollod., p. 402. 

8 hanc saltem opinionem habuisse Apollodorum veri simile esse iam monui, 
Pp. 100, 101. 
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ut ad Zys. 644,! sic ad Lys. 1299=1300, noster confusus incertus- 
que est, qui dicit yaAxolkoy "Aprémdos iepov tv Aaxefaipon. atqui 
unusquisque Dianam scit numquam appellatam esse yarxionov. 

de Diana Ephesia haec sola in Rav. servantur (V#d. 599): pera 
rov "ArodAwva eibis rv “Apremy, is lep{a 4 “E)pecos.? addit autem 
schol. Iunt.: wdyxpvcov 52 olxoy Aya, rov woAvTeAérraroy vacy: os Fv 
els rav Oeapdrwy. verbum temporis praeteriti $v indicat, tum cum 
haec sunt scripta, templum illud celeberrimum Ephesi non iam 
exstitisse. igitur post annum CCLX nostrae aetatis, quo anno 
templum demoliti sunt Gothi,®> haec esse scripta necesse est. 
quoniam autem Philo Byzantius, qui de septem mundi miraculis 
auctor medio aevo eminentissimus fuit, libellum wepi érra Geaydrey 
ineunte saeculo sexto scripsit,* ex aetate etiam posteriore originem 
duxit scholium Iuntinum.® 


"AOnva. 


Minervae e Iovis capite ortae fabulam, cuius primordia iam apud 
Hesiodum‘ exstare constat, tangit modo schol. Vuéb. 989, rpiroyeveins - 
2... TpiTw yap y Kepary wap AloAetdocry. eyewwiby St *AOyva ex ris 
xepaArys rov Aros. scholium vero hoc, quod in libris Rav. et Ven. 
deest, cum id referat quod nemo alius nisi Tzetza (ad Lyc. 519) 
dixit, rpird verbum fuisse Aeolicum, ab illo sine ulla controversia 
confectum est. quocirca is, quem Hesiodi studiosum fuisse notum 
est, magis hunc quam poetas lyricos secutus est, qui verba epici 
( Theog. 924) advris 8 éx xeharjs yAavxwmda Tprroyeeay' recordatus 
esse videatur, cum Ps.-Apollodorus contra (13. 6) illo éx xopudys 
Pindarico usus sit. ac notandum est Tzetzam rpiro Aeolicum 
fuisse affirmantem auctorum suorum male meminisse, cum Nican- 


1 vid. p. 107, adn. I. 

2 vid. Martin. 

8 Zosim. 1. 26; Eutrop. 9.8; Guhl, Ephesus, p. 160. 

4 Rohden, de munds mirac., 1875. 

§ cf. schol. in cod. Taurin. ap. Zacherum, p. 646; Strab. 14, p. 656. 

© Theog. 886, 924; cf. Stesichorum ap. schol. Ap. Rh. 4. 1310; h. Hom. 28; 
Pind. O. 7. 34-38. 

7 Galenus quidem (Aippocr. et Plat. iii., p. 350 K) legerat yelvar’ ’ APhoqn. 
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der Colophonius' illud Athamanum fuisse populi Epirotici 
dixisset.* 

meliora, etiam si pauca, tradit cod. Ven. ad Z¢. 1189 ut verbum 
dverpirovcey explicetur: 4 ws dws Tpirwvos rorapot AcBins, wap’ © 
éréxOy 4 "A@yva- quod si comparas schol. Ap. Rh. 1. r09,> quem 
Dionysii librum ante oculos habuisse supra monui,* haud dubie hic 
quoque levia habemus indicia quibus Didymum copiis Dionysii 
nisum esse ostendamus: Tpirwves rpets, Bowwrias, @ecvadias, AcBuns> 
dv 88 rq xara A:Bunv éréOn 4 "AGpa. Tritonem etiam fluvium, non 
lacum,’ appellant Apollon. Rhod., schol. /7., Suid., Phot., Hesych.,® 
quibuscum convenit noster. 

atqui ea prorsus ad diversum auctorem referenda sunt quae de 
Minervae et Neptuni certamine, utrius urbs Atheniensium futura 
esset, scholia tradunt £¢. 562, Eccl. 473; cf. ud. 587: drorvyxortos, 
gaci, Tocvedavos ris xwpas 7d xaxas BovAreverGa: "APyvaicrs qonyro. 
ryv 8 "A@nvay wapacyxeiy Swpedy 1d xaxds BovAevty drroxNivar Kod&s. 
Kai fv rovro Xeyopevov emixwpiov. sed Neptunum hoc certamine 
superatum atque iratum Athenienses non imprudentia insipientiaque 
mentibus inmissa castigasse referunt fabularum scriptores, sed 
campum Thriasium aquis effusis submersisse.’ praeterea comparet 
ex hoc scholio, Suida, Athenaeo,* Didymum in suum librum de 
proverbiis ® famam hanc apud Atticos volgarem redegisse. 

de Academia olivisque Minervae sacris dixit noster (/Vud. 1005): 
do ‘Exadiypov rivos, xaradeipavros ryy xrjow davrov mpos Emoxevyy Tod 
Torov. wept abrév 8° fioav al dvrws lepal édoia ris Geod at xadovvrat 
popias €€ dv rd Aaov ray Lavabyvciwy. his quidem in Ven. et Rav. 
non iam servatis convenit Suid. s. Axadjpeua.’* quod vero refertur, 


1 Hesych. s. Tperad (cf. Suid. s. Tpcroyerts, Bekk.). 

2 et alii alia: verbum Atticum est secundum Cornut. 2, ad fin.; cf. codd. Suid. 
Le. Creticum, Eust. 504, 27. 

§ cf. 4. 1310. 

* Bethe, Quaestiones Diodoreae, p. 45. vid. supra, pp. 100, ror. 

6 Suid. s. Tprwrls. 

® Ap. Rh. 4. 1310; schol. //. 4. 515, 8. 391; Lexx. s. Tperoyerfs, E. M. 767. 44. 

7 Ps.-Apollod. 3. 14. 1; Hygin. fab. 164. 

® Suid. s. "AOyvalwr dveBovdla; Athen. 10, p. 425 B. 

®° M. Schmidt, p. 13; Christ, p. 569. 

10 cf. L. Diog. 3. 7, ubi Eupolis et Timaeus laudantur; Steph. B. s. ‘Bradfpea. 
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oleum quod arbores in luco Academia sacrae ferrent eis donatum 
esse qui victoriam Panathenaicis reportassent, id est Aristotelis.? 
quisnam autem hunc legerat? non mythographus, ut Apollodorus,? 
cum potius grammaticus aliquis, sicut Aristophanes (schol. /Vué. 
1007) Byzantius, intellegi possit. sed ipsa de re scholiastae Sophoclis 
(O. C. 701) disputanti auctorem liquet fuisse Istrum, et quoniam 
Plutarchus (Z/es. 32) a nostro haud dissentit, is autem, ut monuit 
G. Gilbert,* plerumque in vita Thesei eundem est secutus Istrum, 
noster quoque quin Istro Dicaearchum Philochorum aliosque Atthi- 
dographos secuto haec debeat nihil dubium. 

magni vero est momenti scholium in Zys. 447, de Minerva Tauro- 
bolo vel Tauropolo: vy ryv TavporoAov: ovtw thy “Apreuy éxdAouv.. . 
gor. 5° Gre kai thy 'AOyvav otrw Kadovow, ws Revonndys torope (FHG. 
li. 43). Xenomedes hic, ut ait Dionysius Halicarnassius,* Chius 
historicus res gestas, mores, opiniones, fabulas ita narrabat ut 
omnia cuique sua populo distingueret neque unquam contaminaret. 
hunc igitur utpote insulas Aegaeas singillatim describentem aucto- 
rem fabulae quam tradidit Suidas s. TavporoAov fuisse agnosces®: 
xai "AOnva S& TavpoBodros év “Avdpw. 6 yap “Avos Sots ratpov rots 
"Arpeidas éxéAevoev, drrov av éx THs vews GAAnTa, BpvoacGa "APnvay, 
Kal oUTws evrAonceav. 6 de évAvdpw éfyAaro. neque equidem dubito 
quin Suidas etiam scholiastae instar inter scholia nostra huc 
inferendus sit. 

postremo mihi disputandum est de schol. Zg. 566° quod, licet 
fabulam tradiderit nullam, tamen medicina valde eget : 

I. id8ta rapa rots "A@Pnvaious wérAos TO dppevov THs Llavabyvaixys veds, 
qv ot ‘A@yvaio. xatacxevd{ovor ty Oeg dia rerpaernpidos. ys xat THv 
ropmny ard Kepapetxod rrovover expt Tov ‘EXevowviov. 

II. sérAov 8 xaXovor 76 dppevoy ba 76 dpasdv abro eva. 

III. aAAws. od éyéyparro ‘EyxéAados, ov dvethey } "AOnva. fv 8 
els trav yrydvrwv. erecxevdfero obv 6 mérdos Kad” Exacrov émavrov Kai 
€xroprevero ev rots [lavayvaioss. 

IV. dAdAws. vixjoavres rérAov éroinoay tH 'AOnvg nai évébevro rovs 
dpicrovs €v aire. 

1 schol. Soph. O.C. 7o1; Rep. Ath. 60. 1. 2 schol. O.C. 56. 

8 Philol. 33. 46. 4 Thuc. iudic., vol. vi, p. 818, Reiske. 

§ cf. Phot. s.v.; Hesych. Tavpowédat. 6 Suid. s. [éw)os. 
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scatent haec vitiis quorum partem quidem sanare licet. quo 
magis perspicue dissererem scholium divisi in partes quattuor. 
primum videndum est verbum rerpaernpidos inferiore usitatum aetate? 
de feriis quinquennalibus secundum antiquam rationem computandi 
et numerandi nequaquam dici potuisse. rectius habet schol. Fac. 
418: 17 8t "AOyvg yyovro 51a wévre éray, «rd. tum altera in parte 
scholii quod fertur, peplum sive velum sic appellari quod sit dpa:dv, 
neque causa neque ratio est. atque ne dpacy quidem satis certum, 
cum Venetus dpaoty, Suidas épeoty voces nihili habeant. quod si 
illud épeoty conferatur cum schol. Eur. Hee. 466-471, qui de his 
rebus amplissime disserit, facile perspicietur quid sub nostri verbis 
lateat. sic igitur scribo alteram partem scholii: wrérAov S58 xaXotor To 
dppevoy rovro,? <6) da (revraernpidos év rots Tavabnvaios dv)épovr.® 

denique extremas partes non tam corruptas esse quam indocte 
scriptas apparet, primum quod consentaneum est, peplum quotannis 
non contexi solitum esse,* deinde quod in eo Minervae cum giganti- 
bus certationem temporibus saltem Aristophaneis*’ depictam esse 
testatur Strattis ap. schol. Eur. Hee. 468; cf. nostrum ad Av. 827. 


*“Hdaioros. 


Quoniam de Vulcani apud Graecos cultu parum certiores facti 
sumus a scriptoribus antiquioribus, quicquid ad deum cognoscendum 
eiusque religionem intellegendam contulit scholiasta grato profecto 
animo audiendum est. ac munus quidem et officium ignis, et 
praesertim ignis in foco tuendi, notatur a schol. 47. 436 (= Suid. 
S. émoratys), ubi verbum émordrys in Rav. sic definitur: émordrys 


1 Steph. 7hes. vii. 2065. 

2 supplevi e Suida. 

§ supplevi schol. Eur. conlato. 

4 verba xar’ émaurdy ap. Diod. 20. 46, uncis inclusit Dindorf. cf. Wesseling ad 
loc.; Ditt. Sy//. 380; Harp. s. wéwdos; schol. Eur. Hec. 468. 

5 vide Diels Mus. Rhen. 30. 136 de Zg. 1180. [Verg.] Cir. 20, de Minervae 
victoria solius loquitur; contra, Plut. Demetr.12. Atque hodie vero in Lesbo 
insula mulieres mappam imagine Virginis Sanctae acu pictam in fano archangeli 
Michaelis quod dicitur dedicant. Wood, 7ravels and Discoveries, i. 109; Bernh. 
Schmidt, Volksleben d. Neugriechen, p. 69. 
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8¢, xaAxovs rptrovs xurpowedos ixrehav xpeiay. of 8 wyAuvow “Hoacrov 
wpos tats dorian iSpupévoyv, ws éhopoy rou wvpes. quarum priorem 
interpretationem e cod. Ven. videmus esse Callistrati, cuius sen- 
tentiam hodie usurparunt viri doctissimi.’ minime tamen eo iure 
testimonium infirmatur talia simulacra prope focos exstrui solita 
esse. et Vulcano ut deo qui igni praesideret primum réAayvoy vel 
libum, quod illi ferebatur zpo6vpa in initio sacrificii, in ignem 
iniectum arae consecrabant (schol. P/ut. 661). 

ad Lys. 299 haec tradit noster: Annoy ro rip: dyri rov wavy ye 
vaioy. 4 dro rev Anpriwr yuvaixey, roprev covey. 7) dro Tov Kapivwr Tov 
‘H¢aiorov. mulieres Lemnias in primis libidinosas fuisse ab alio 
usquam auctore traditum ego non inveni. quin notum certe est quo 
modo Veneris numine palam contemptui habito et violato suos viros 
interfecerint.2 qua de re haud dubie scholiasta cogitavit, cum ad 
versum 298 scripsit: wapa riy wapoysiay, Arpnov xaxov, rapa ras 
Anpyddas yuvoixas, quae quidem e Didymi libro de proverbiis 
deprompta sunt. ad hoc scelus expiandum Hellanicus scripsit 
mulieres in Veneris honorem sacrificium solemne quotannis statutum 
celebrasse.‘ sane fieri potest ut in Lemno, sicut in Cypro, dum haec 
fiebant sacra, mulieres libidini sese dederint, ut inde ansam verbis 
scholiastae adhibuerint. sed credere malim Lemnias eum mulieres 
cum Lesbiis confudisse. hae quidem, ut notum est, ut flagitiosae 
cum Sappho eiusque puellis a comicis inridentur atque increpantur. 

denique quod officinas atque furnum Vulcani commemorat 
scholiasta, recte ille quidem,’ sed aliis tamen verbis ac schol. Ap. Rh. 
et schol. Soph. loquitur. ille* enim iepd yap, inquit, ‘Hdaiory 4 Ajyuvos, 
hic’ autem év yap ry Anjpvy epyaoryptov rot “Hdaiorov, évOa Kai xpa- 
rijpes xupos dow. quocirca scholium Aristophanis non ad Didymum, 
sed ad scriptorem cum aetate tum scientia inferiorem referimus. 


1 vid. Kock ad loc.; Roberts, Gr. Epigraphy, pp. 78, 336. 

2 Pg.-Apollod. 1.19.17: al Adunas ry Agpodirny ode ériues. historiam apud 
Apollod. traditam narrant etiam schol. Ap. Rh. 1. 609 (cf. ipsum poetam, 614 8q.), 
schol. Eur. Hee. 887. 

8 schol. Eur. Hee. 887. * Tzetz. Lyc. 227. 

5 hodie etiam oppidum Lemni est Kaminia (Roberts, ZpigrapaAy, p. 311, adn. 2). 

® schol. Ap. Rh. 1. 85. 

7 schol. Soph. Psi. 800, cf. 986; Eust. 1598. 43. 
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cursus noctu cum facibus habitos esse in Vulcani, sicut in 
Promethei ac Minervae honorem, illosque “‘H¢afocraa nominari, 
scholiasta tradit (an. 131, 1087), libro ut videtur usus Polemonis 
wept trav dv rots LporvAcios mvdxwv.! 


‘Epps. 


Mercurii cognomina servat scholiasta multa, partim a poeta 
collata partim etiam ex ipsius memoria ac scientia prompta. memo- 
ratur enim Mercurius dyopaios (Z¢. 297, Plut. 1185), dedxovos (Plut. 
1134, 1153, cf. 1170), Soros (Zhesm. 1202, Ran. 1144, Plut. 1153), 
durodaios (Ach. 816, Plut. 1153, 1155), evayonos (Plut. 1153, 1161), 
eprovvios (Ran. 1144), Fyqsomos (Plut. 1153), xarasBdryns (Pac. 650), 
xepdpos (Plut. 1153), orpopatos (P/ut. 1153), xOonos (Ach. 1076, 
Ran. 218, 1126). quae vero de hoc deo adferuntur magis ad 
ritum, caerimonias, cultum quam ad res fabulares pertinent, eadem- 
que ad litteratos et grammaticos, non ad fabularum scriptores 
revocanda. nam de Mercurio qui crpodaios dicitur explicationem 
haud dubie ex eodem quo Eustathius fonte, id est e Lexico 
rhetorico, noster duxit. cf. enim schol. P/ué, 1153 cum Eust. 1353. 
8 seqq. 

atque alias certum est idem Lexicon usui fuisse scholiastae de 
sortibus quae dicebantur Mercurii disputanti; cf. enim Pac. 364 
(Ven.), of yap KxAjpoe tov “Eppot iepot Soxotow elvat, dev xai tov 
mparov KAnpovpevoy ‘Eppyy dace Seiy caddy, cum Hesych. Suid. Phot. 
8. kA§pos “Eppod, Phot. s. “Epyod «Afpos, Eustath. 675. ss. item 
eodem tendunt quae de nomine dei qui vdju0s appellatur cum greges 
et pecudes quasi pastor tueatur, explicata reperimus : 


Schol. 7hesm. 977. Eust. 1053. 5§ (cf. 1766. 1). 
‘Eppiv re véusov: epopos yap 5 rév pydrwv Fro Tov Opeupd- 
Trav Opeppdrov 5 Geds. ruv émorarav ws vousos. 


sed de Mercurio ‘Evaywviy eadem fere memorat noster quae in 
scholiis Pindaricis, ut Didymi scilicet esse videantur, reperta sunt: 





1 Harp. s. Aaurds. 
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Schol. P/ut. 1161, R.V. P. Schol. Pind. Vem. 10. 96. 
potpay yap éy Trois dyaow eye éra ot... Atooxovpor oiv re 
5 “Eppis. “Epp wat “HpaxAd riv rév dyavey 
potpay THs evwyias Suérovo. Kat 
Stoxovorev. 
Ibid. codd. L.B. Schol. Pyth. 2. 18 = Jsth. 1. 85. 
émorarns Tov dywvwv Kal mavy- évaywrnos S& & “Epuys ws ray 
yvpeuwv. dywvwv mpoordarns. 


nunc aspice sis scholium quod de Mercurio Cyllenio haec fert (Ran. 
1266): Eppay pev rpoyovor: éx rav AicxvAov Wuxaywyav (Frag. 273 N.). 
to 8 “‘Eppay (ita) pév riopev” A€yovow of “Apxades Ua radra> ev rH 
KvAAjvy, 7 éorew Gpos “Apxadias, ériparo 6 “Epps. da yotw rav é€ 
dpvnpovevrwy xpdvuv Tiny ws mpoyovos Tovros eddxe. quod si huc 
adponis schol. Pind. O. 6. 129: KvAAnvy opos *Apxadias, iepov “Eppod. 
gyoi Se ore, ci Sy dAnOads of rod ‘Aynoiov xara pyrépa mpdyovor TH 
KvAAyvyy xatoxowres To THS "Apxadias dpos, éripnoav da Swpwv Kai 
Ovorav wrodNGv rodAdKts TOY KypuKa Tov Dedv Tov ‘Eppyy, xrd., Copnata 
haec esse manifestum erit. cum autem verba poetae (Ran. 1266) 
scholiastaeque ibidem (Aipvav 8 A€yee THv Yruudadra) cum schol. 
Pind. O. 6. 144 contulerimus YrvpdyAos troxera: ty KvAAjvy, ore 
dé ris "Apxadias ... Broorépavos Sé év rp wepi KvAAjvys dyot KvAAjvyv 
Kal “EXixnv Opépat [rov ‘Epzqv], Didymum huius regionis fabularumque 
scientiam Philostephano’ Cyrenensi debere viderimus. 

at multo profecto remotiores quam illud Lexicon rhetoricum 
scholiastae fontes in vocabulis huius dei propriis interpretandis sunt 
quaerendi, cum de his rebus non modo Symmachi et Didymi 
(Av. 1705) sed etiam Callistrati (Pus. 1110) atque Aristarchi (Ran. 
1144) sententias laudari videmus, ut non sit dubium quin, quae ad 
verba saltem exponenda pertinent, ea ad Aristarchum, immo potius 
ad Aristophanem ipsum revocanda sint.? 

quibus de fontibus iam expositis, ad argumentum scholiastae 
veniam. de Mercurio in foro condito habet Ven. ad £y. 297: & 


1 FHG. iii. 30. cf. etiam nostrum ad Av. 1421 et schol. Pind. O. 7. 153. 
2 Susemihl, i. 438, adn. 33; cf. etiam 429. 


De Scholits Aristophanets. 117 


peony yap ry dyope pura “Epo dyopaiov adyaAya, quod confirmant et 
alii et Pausanias (1.15.1), cuius fuit auctor haud dubie Philochorus, 
si quidem idoneus est testis Hesychius s. dyopaios ‘Epuijs: adidpuro 
KéBpidos (?) dpfavros, ws paprupe Pirdyxopos év tpiry. neque est meo 
quidem iudicio’ cur hanc effigiem eam fuisse negemus quam post 
victoriam Salaminiam dicasse Athenienses testatur Lucianus.? sed 
quoniam eodem fere tempore Panis cultus ex Arcadia Athenas 
translatus institutus est, ut ait Herodotus,° is autem filius Mercurii 
a nonnullis habebatur,* ergo facere equidem non possum quin tum 
cum Athenienses Pana illum deum Arcadium colere inciperent 
patrem quoque credam Mercurium simul honore praecipuo eximioque 
haberi coeptum esse ob egregiam victoriam de Persis modo partam. 
et cum praesertim huic deo, quem Graeci appellabant jyenonor, 
primo vere imperatores sacrificasse doceant inscriptiones,® eundem 
puto Mercurium fuisse “Hyexonoy atque 'Ayopaiov, et hunc praeterea 
nostrum dicere voluisse ad P/ut. 1159 affirmantem: xara xpyopov of 
"A@nvaion Hyenonov “Eppny Wpvcavro. neque est causa, licet Mercu- 
rium illum oraculi monitu ab Atheniensibus statutum nemo auctor 
sit,° cur de scholiastae veritate haereamus. saepissime enim scrip- 
tores antiqui deorum cultus oraculi iussu institutos memoraverunt.’ 
quae de Argo Ius custode invenimus necesse est a poetis post 
Homerum florentibus fluxerint, atque ipse id monstrat scholiasta 
Eccl, 80, Av. 1203, ubi verba comici ex Sophoclis® /nacho ducta 
esse monet. atqui aetate demum multo recentiore, quoad invenire 
potui,” historia exorta est illa de Argo in pavonem mutato; nam 
primus, ut videtur, hoc narrat Moschus.” qua re aliquantum habet 


1 cf. Wilam. Herm. xxi. 600, adn. I. 

3 Jupp. Trag. 33. 

86. 105. 

* Herod. 2.145; Cic. WV. D. 3. 22. §6; schol. Theocr. Syring. 

§ C/A. iii. 197; Ditt. Sy/?. 335, 374; Boeckh. Staatshaushalt. ii. 116. 

6 vid. Hemsterh. ad loc. 

7 haec exempla congessi: schol. Av. 873; Ach. 961; Plut. 431; Thuc. 3. 1043 
Diod. 4. 80, 5. 3; schol. //. 22. 29; Tzetz. Lyc. 208, 663; cf. Ditt. Sy//. 13 et 
adn. 2; IIv@sxpnoros, schol. ud. 2, Tzetz. Lyc. 1208, Ditt. 370. 

8 quem inspexit etiam auctor [Apd.] 22d/. 2. 1. 2. 

® Rosch. Zex., p. 538. 

10 2. 55; cf. Nonn. Dionmys. 12. 70, Propert. 1. 3. 20; Ovid. M7. 1. 625. 
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momenti schol. 4v. 102: 6 pios 5: A€ya Tov “Apyov ds rasva pera- 
BeBrAncbu. verbum illud 6 wiGos in scholiis nostris vix alibi repertum 
saepissime occurrit apud recentiores.! cum autem adeo eisdem fere 
quibus schol. Eur. Péoen. 1114 verbis utitur noster, veri simile est 
utrumque auctorem habuisse eundem. fabulae vero de pavone, de 
qua et Eustathius et Ps.-Apollodorus tacent, ansam probabile est 
dedisse illud Euripideum orcxrots xavorryny cppacw Sedopxora (Phoen. 
1115). Dionysius utique historicus (apud schol. Phoen. |.c.) contra 
Pherecydem eumque qui Alyiov scripsit affirmarat ximAw ro copa 
GAov wpparorba:. 


‘Eoria. 


scholio Vesp. 846 omnium longe amplissime explicantur illa verba 
dd’ ‘Eorias dpxopevos, de quibus iam docte disputavit Preunerus.* 
et cum id notabile animadverteris, quod Sophocles Platoque laudan- 
tur, quod brevius apud Zenobium® eadem traduntur, denique quod simi- 
lia a schol. Plat. Zuthyd. 3 A atque Eustathio (1579. 43) repetuntur, 
haud perperam conligas omnia Didymi industriae ut proverbiorum 
scriptoris haec originem debere. is vero fabulam hanc ab Aristocrito 
historico‘ uspiam repertam intulit: piov 8 cuvébyxey "Aptoroxpiros 
ovTws dxovra. era yap TO KaTtaAvOnvar THY TOY Tirdvey dpxny, rov Aia 
Sefduevov tiv Baorreiay emirpéray ‘Eorig AaBey 5 re BovAro. riv & 
ap@rov piv wapOeviay airjoa, pera 58 rv wrapOeviay dwapyxas Ovopévev 
airy vénerOu rpary wapa tov dvOpérwv. cf. scholl. dv. 865; Zhesm. 
299. interest quidem ut schol. Zhesm. 299 rursus citem,’ quia 
Vestam ut xovporpodov vim esse divinam liberos tuentem et defen- 
dentem una cum Tellure indicat: dre rq y7 dre rp teria, Spoiws 
mpo tov Atos Ovovow airy. Vestam certe xovporpddov dici affirmat 
Etym. Mag.° feriis Amphidromiis quibus nomen pueris dabatur. 
quocirca etiam schol. dv. 494 verbum éoray proprie adhibuit de 
hoc ritu locutus: ore ryv Sexarnv cioriwy eri rots rixropévas, «rd. 


1 Eustath. 182. 

2 Rosch. Lex., p. 2617. 

$1. 40; cf. App. Prov. 1. 43 (vol. i., p. 385). 

* FHG. iv. 336. 5- 

§ supra, p. 88. 

6 3.’ AudiSpoula. cf. Philodem. rep eive8., p. 23, Gompersz. 
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itaque sine dubio Vestae fiebant sacra tum cum novi servi domum 
ducerentur (schol. Pius. 768, 795). 

scholium Iuntinum ad //u?. 395 inferioris admodum temporis est, 
licet haud falsa tradat: Vestam filiam esse Saturni, quod omnibus 
post Hesiodum! cognitum erat, aedificationem invenisse’; imagi- 
nemque in domis esse conditam, sicut Iovis Ephestii.® sed verba 
éyros t&v olxey eum in modum credo temperanda esse, ut non in 
aedibus sed in aula potius simulacrum positum foco praesedisse una 
cum love intellegamus. scholiasta autem nescio an cognoverit 
similem Vulcani effigiem ad aedium focum stetisse, quacum illam 
Vestae mente confuderit. 

focum vero sacrosanctum fuisse testatur schol. Aan. 541, qui 
mortem Theramenis de curiae foco impie derepti memorat: éno. dé 
act cai xaradvyovra atroy éxi riv éoriav drooracOjva. eodem iure 
etiam porci, qui ad focum alebantur, Vestae aeque ac Cereri sacri 
habebantur; schol. Vesp. 844: xotpoxoudoy éorw dyyeiov re drov of 
Xotpo: tpépovra. ‘Eorias dé, éxel ext ris éorias* rpépover yxolpovs. 


Tloce:dav. 


Minora tantum ac leviora praebet noster ad historias Neptuni 
cognoscendas. illum vero inter deos natu maiores* memorat P/ut. 
1050. finxit, ut videtur, haec de terrae motuum causis, ad /Vud. 566: 
rov Tlovedava prow, Os rovs re wacpors Kai Tas ev Oardooy rpixupias 
rod. Tas pey ws Kiptos dy Trav dvéuwv: ceca St tiv yav b:a roy 
avray Tovtwy dvépwy, cicwvrwy els tots ddyAovs mopous aris. 
huius scholii quamvis in Rav. et Ven. non iam exstantis testimonium 
firmat etiam schol. Rav. ad Ran. 825: dpxaia yap trdvo rd brs 
wVvEVLaTwWY KaTExXoLerny ceieoOar THv ynv. deinde versum senarium 
in illis verbis os rovs re... moe latere valde suspicor. poetarum 
enim est illud rpixvpias, quorum utique verba reminisci videtur 


1 Theog. 454. Ps.-Apollod. 1. 1. 5, Diod. 5. 68. 

2 vid. Rosch. Lex. 2624. 

§ vid. Preuner. Hestia-Vesta, p. 155. 

# Preuner (Rosch., p. 2621), nimis temere: érel ry ‘Eorla rpégover. 
5 cf. Serv. G. 4. 398. 
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scholiasta ad ud. 567, qui, Soxet ydp, inquit, 6 Tlovedav ov ri 
OdrAaccay xively povoy, dAAA Kai riv ynv. cf. illud Pindaricum xvyryp 
yas.1. sed quamquam Neptunum cum mare tum terras movere 
cognovit, falso tamen putare videtur hanc ob causam, quia mare 
regeret tutumque praestaret, neque autem ob illam potius, quia 
terram faceret solidam, eum cultum esse "AcddAaov. namque ripara 
8%, ait, Tlovadav doddAcos wap’ atrots (nempe Atheniensibus) iva 
doparas mrA€wot (Ach. 682). quam vero causam, ut tuti incolumes- 
que navigent, unus, ut videtur, praeterea testatur Appianus,? 
rectiores autem rationes attulit Cornut. 22, p. 193: Qlovow aire@ 
dopareiy roArAAaxod, woavel dx’ airp Kepévov tod dodaras éordva 
Ta olxypara éxi rs ys, xTA. neque enim apud Athenienses 
solos Neptunus colebatur "AcddAcos.* igitur cum et ipse Lacedae- 
monios illum coluisse deum memoret ad Ach. 510, fortasse vocabulum 
xai ante wap ‘A@nvaiors in scholio Ach. 682 legendum est. scholium 
ad Ach. 510 hoc est: évrad@a (h.e. ad Taenarum promunturium) 
St fv xal Tlocedavos icpov “Acdadreiov. rodtro 8 dev, érady rovs 
ctAwras olxéras xaGecOévras év rp iepp rod Tocadavos rot Tatvapiou 
obdty Selcavres dvetiov Aaxedaipono, cai da rovro éddxow évayedis 
edlvas‘ (= Suid. s. Tatvapov; cf. s. "Awéowace). verbum oixéras in 
ixéras mutandum esse iam vidit Schnee,* quod docet etiam Pausa- 
nias.© cum vero iam Meiners de hoc loco disputaverit’ atque ad 
Thucydidem (1. 128) revocaverit auctorem, brevem licet mihi esse. 
vir doctus nullam ut videtur Pausaniae (4. 24. 2; cf. 7.25.1) habuit 
rationem, quem tamen operae est pretium conferre; hic enim, 
Aaxedapoviwy dvdpes drobavely eri eyxAnpare oty 8) xatayvwobe- 
res, ixérac xaradevyovow els Tatvapov. evrevOey dy 9 dpxy Tov . 
thdpwy did rov Bwpot odas droomdcaca dréxrave. Yraptidras 88 
dv ovdevi Adyw Depevors rovs ixéras drnvrycey éx Tlocadavos pyvipa, 
xtXk. primum vides quam Pausaniae verba év... Oexévors atque 


1 Isthm. 3. 37; cf. h. Hom. xxi. 2. 

2 De Bell. Civ. 5. 98; cf. 5. 100. contra, Xen. Hell. 4. 7. 4; Eratosthen. ap. 
Strab. 1, p. 57. 

8 Prell.-Plew.° i. 469, 477; Xen. l.c.; Paus. 3. 11. 8. 

4 cf. schol. Zy. 1225: pspetrar rods efAwras, bray oredardar ror Mocedira. 

6 Beitrag sur Kritik der Aristoph.-Schol., p. 7. 

© 4, 24. 2. 7 pp. 279-280. 
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scholiastae ovdty defcavres inter se congruant. tum notandum est, 
periegetam Suidamque (s. ‘Aréorace), Hilotarum memoria plane 
omissa minus quam nostrum, qui eos memoravit, accurate secutos 
esse Thucydidem. 

unicam paene de Neptuni filio Halirrhothio, qui dum Minervae 
arbores caederet, quae postea idcirco popia vocarentur, patris causa 
ab illa superati, mortem ipse obierit, refert fabellam scholium 
recentius ad ud. 1005, quam paucis mutatis solus ni fallor repetit 
Servius (G. 1.18). plane autem diversam tradiderunt historiam 
Attici plerique,’ interfectum Halirrhothium a Marte ob stuprum 
filiae Alcippae. accedit quod ne Suidas? quidem hanc fabulam 
tradidit, quamquam s. popia. eam tangere videtur. cum vero ita 
res se habeat, equidem Servium arbitror haec a Symmacho aequali 
suo didicisse, quae ab eodem Symmacho etiam in nostra scholia 
fluxerint. 

doctrina eorum® qui Neptuni religionem maxime in Peloponneso 
obtinuisse* sciebant, plurimum valere videtur ap. schol. Zys. 403: 
Tov dAvxov:... ties 5& brovootcw dd roAews LeAorow yciwv *AAvKov,> 
@vOa ripara 6 Tocadar. 

sed ad Apollodori librum qui de navium catalogo scriptus erat, 
ut suspicor, referre licet quae de deo in Geraesto promunturio culto 
dicit schol. Zg. 561, cum Strabo (10. 447; cf. 9. 405) illum secutus,® 
ut ante monui, eadem fere de terra Euboica illi deo sacra adhibuit, 
eodemque modo quo scholiasta (ad an. 825; cf. supra, p. 119) 
motus explicavit terrae. 

non autem de Apollodoro, sed de Dionysio, quem Diodorum in 
quarto libro esse secutum saepius commemoravi, pendet schol. Zys. 
138,’ cuius partem priorem licet ex Sophoclis Tyro ductam esse 
videamus, posteriorem tamen facile concedes cum Diodoro cognatam: 


1 Tu vide sodes Ps.-Apollod. 3. 14. 2; Hellanicum ap. E. M. 139. 18 (cf. 590. 
46); Suid. s.” Apes wdyos; Philoch. ap. Steph. Byz. s.”Apewos wdyos; Marm. Par. 5 
(C/G. 2374); Bekk. An. 444. 12; schol. Eur. Ovest. 1648; schol. Iuv. 9. 101; 
cf. etiam Eur. /. 7. 945; Z/. 1258; Dem. ¢. Aristocr. 66. 

2 quippe qui Philochorum potius sequitur (s. “Apecos rd-yos). 

8 Fortasse de Philostephano pendentium, vid. supra, p. 116. 

4 cf. Diod. 15. 49. 5 Steph. B. s.”Aduxos. 

® Niese, Mus. Rhen. 32. 267 sq. 

7 minus accurate Suid. s. od« érés. 
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Cod. Ven. Diod. 4. 68. 

6 yap Woradéy éuiyy (rg)? TH 6¢ Tupot wapOéey mar’ dncivous 
Tupot xot dyamnce NyA\éa mai = rovs ypdvous ovcy, puyds Toce- 
TleXiav. dav éyénoe TeXiary xai Nydéa. 

lexicographis Didymo adstipulantibus nititur scholiasta Av. 559 
de Alope: "AXdwy Kepxvovos Gvyarnp, 7s xai Tocadsavos vids ‘Irrobdwy, 
cuius tamen auctores superiores fuerunt Hellanicus et Euripides.* 

atqui alio in loco (//ut. 718) noster, si Apollodorum penitus 
cognovisset, eum ad rem illustrandam adlaturus fuit, cum praesertim 
alium quidem Alexandrinum Callistratum laudaverit. nam de Tena 
insula dicit Apollodorus®: Tivos 8 wodw pv od peydAnv exe, ro 8° 
igpdv rov ITocadavos péya dy daca ris wodews tw, Oéas décov. 
Neptunum autem auctore Philochoro in hac insula esse cultum ut 
iarpdv dicit Clemens‘; eius vero signum fuit serpens, sicut Apollinis 
et Aesculapii.’ at tamen de ipsa Teno insula locutus noster prorsus 
de Neptuno silet, serpentes autem solum memorat ibi fuisse multos. 
quod meo quidem iudicio non alienum erat proferre, nam ex rebus 
quoque omissis nonnunquam licet perspicere quoad scholiasta suam 
cognitionem extenderit. 


Iovem in Arcadia non Creta, natum altumque esse ab antiquis 
mentio facta est rara. tanto igitur magis oportet scholiastae de hac 
re testimonium audire (Vub. 1468): warpgos Zets xai “Awd\Awy dv 
"AOyvas rindvra, & Zeds pty pera rHv ev “Apxadia, 4 ws erepor, pera riyv 
dy Kpnry dvatpogyv, xrAX. quae de Tovis ex Arcadia origine hie 
adferuntur ea contendisse ipsos Arcades tradit Pausanias in Arca- 
dicis®: xat rv Kpyrnv évOa 6 Kpnrav éxa Adyos rpadyva: Aia £6 xwploy 
rovro eva: (nempe oppidum Arcadicum), xai ot ray vycor dudurfr- 


1 e Suid. et Diod. 

2 Harp. s.’Adérn (Suid. siv.; Bekk. 4». 380). 

8 ap. Strab. 10. 487. 

4 Protr., p. 26, Potter. 

6 cf. Harr. et Verr., pp. 441-442. etiam Neptunus deus fatidicns habebatur in 
Achaia; Diod. 15. 49; Ael. &. A. 11. 19. 

6 8. 38. 2. 
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rovoty of "Apxddes. tum videmus, quod sane viros doctos non fefellit,’ 
scholiastam, qui non Apollinem modo sed etiam Iovem warpqov apud 
Atheniensis cultum esse affirmat, Platonis verbis repugnare (Zuthyd. 
302 C*): ob dor, fv 8 eyo, atry 4 dravupia [Zeds warpepos] ‘Idvay. 
ovden. quo rectius nostrum tradidisse confirmat titulus in Chio 
insula inventus.*® 

huc adfero etiam scholium in ud. 2 de Iove Atheniensium rege: 
ros ‘AOyvains mudoxpynoroy* éyévero xarad\toa piv ras Bacrrcias, 
mpoornoavGa St nai oéBev Aia Baoiriea. Tovem regem praecipue 
Athenis appellatum ostendit Spanheim.® praeterea Erythris inscriptio 
inventa est quae Iovem regem ac deum aliquem Lv@oxpnorov una 
commemorat.® hinc poetae filiam quandam Iovis finxerunt Bacay, 
ut ait Euphronius ap. schol. Av. 1536, quod haud dubio ex illo 
Homerico &orpegys de regibus dicto exortum est. 

Iovis cognomina alia sine fabulis narratis memorat hic illic noster 
dyopaiov (Eg. 410, 500), SovAoy (an. 756), érapeiov (Ran. 756), 
édpéoriov (Iunt. Piut. 395), ixéorov (Ran. 756), percxuov (Zy. 500), 
$énov (Eg. 500, Ran. 756), suadeAgov (Ran. 756), éuoynov (Ran. 756), 
giiov (Ey. 500). vide schol. Ran. 756: dowrep dapev érapetos Zedg 
nai duoyvos Kai feos Kal dca Towra, ovrw Kal SovAios, 6 Trav SovAwy 
épopos, quod nec in Rav. nec in Ven. conservatum recentissimum 
habendum est, cum cognatum esse videatur cum scholio ad Eur. 
Hee. 345 a Schwartzio reiectum. 

Iovis qui “EXAdmos appellabatur cultum in Aegina instituisse 
Aeacus fertur £7. 1253, quod adeo cum schol. Pind. em. 5. 17, 
convenit ut vix ab eodem fonte utrumque fluxisse negemus, licet 
noster, id quod in Zgustum scholiis admodum frequenter accidit,’ 
auctorem. suum parum intellexerit. sed cum de rebus Aegineticis 
Theagenis libro wept Aiyivmms scholiastam Pindari saepius usum esse 
constat,® ad illum ea quae noster dixit reducenda sunt. 


1 Lobeck, Agi. 769, 771; Kock ad Vud. 1468. 

2 vid. supra, p. 98 et adn. 2. 

8 Ditt. Sy//. 360. 35, eiusque adn. 7. wdrpws quoque Iuppiter dicitur ap. schol. 
Eq. 255- 

* vid. p. 117, adn. 7. 5 ad Callim. i Jov. (p. 30). 

6 Ditt, Syl. 370, rro. 7 cf. Eg. 255, 566. 

® cf. schol. Mem. 3. 21; FHG. iv. 508; schol. Plat. 49. 89 C. 


124 | C. B. Gulick. 


Iovem xara:Bérnv' num recte idcirco vocari affirmarit scholiasta 
ad fac. 42 quod fulmina deiciat, vel quod ipse aut fulminibus aut 
propter mulierum amores desuper caelo descendat, equidem valde 
dubito. Prellerus sane nostro adeo consentit, ut illud xara:Bdrys 
Iovis Tonantis proprium esse accipiat.? atqui nulla est causa quin 
Iuppiter inde principio ita appellatus sit quia sicut ille xarayOdnos 
deus esse inferorum crederetur. ac Mercurium profecto xara:Barnv 
idcirco nominatum esse apud Athenienses Rhodiosque memorat 
schol. Pac. 650. est profecto satis mirum, idem verbum bis in Facs 
scholiis diverso sensu audiri. sed ut meam stabiliam opinionem 
Apollodorus advocatus mihi adstet ; nam scholiasta Soph. (0.C. 701), 
Moptov Ata, inquit, erev tov érdrryv trav popiwy é\aav: Kal éorw 6 
Aeydpevos Mopios Zeis epi ‘Axadjpeav, ws pyow "AwoAAddwpos: mepi 
"Axadypiav éoriv 6 Te TOU Kata:Bdrov Ards Bwpds, dv cal Moptov 
xaAXovot, Tov éxel popiwy apa To THS "AOnvas tepov pvpevwv. quoniam 
igitur ille vir rerum divinarum peritissimus Mépiov et KaraBdrnv 
ad eundem Iovem pertinere putabat, poprov autem Iovem oleasque 
popias ita appellatas esse constat e prisca arborum religione et 
veneratione, quae hominum vitae mortique praesidere, eisque arte 
coniunctae esse credebantur,*® ergo idem prope significare paret illud 
xararBaTys ac KatraxOonos. 

erant qui lovem cwripa ab éAevepiy non diversum esse putarent, 
ut testatur schol. Pus. 1175, ex quo patet et scholiastam huic opinioni 
adsentiri. nam év dore, id est prope porticum regalem (croav Baai- 
Aaov), Iovis Eleutherii statua erat, teste Pausania‘; eiusdem autem 
imaginis mentionem fecit Isocrates,’ qui tamen rot Ads rot Swripos 
scripsit.® | 

De Iunonis quidem cultu leviuscula traduntur, nempe quod 
Athenienses numquam eam in tanto honore quanto Samii aut 
Argivi habebant.’| pronubam tamen colebant (schol. Zhesm. 973): 





1 de forma verbi cf. rapacBdrns, C/A. 1.5; dcacBorla, Pind. P. 2. 76. 

2 Prell.-Robt. i. 154. vide L. et S. Lex. s.v., qui etiam Iovi Elicio deo Roma- 
norum illum adsimulant. 

8 vide Mannhardt, Antike Wald-u. Feld-Kulte, p. 26 et adn. 

41. 3. 2. § 9. 57. 

6 cf. Ditt. Sy//. 63. 65, adn. 13; M. Schmidt, Didymi Frag., p. 319. 

7 Prell.-Robt.‘ i. 162. 
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Hpa reveia xai Zeds réAaos éripadvro ev rots ydpots, ws mpurdves dvres 
Trav yauwv. ceterum verbum illud zpurdvas utpote apud poetas 
lyricos usitatum, est praecipue notandum.! De Iove atque Iunone 
conubio praesidibus cf. etiam schol. Zys. 217, schol. Iunt. P/ut. 1110 
(Diibn., p. 607). 

nuptias Iovis et Iunonis sic invenimus relatas (Ven. Fac. 1126): 
KadXiorparos pyot rorov EvBoias rd ‘EAvpnov, "ArodAdnos 88 vaov 
(lege vaoov) pyow eva rAnoiov EvBoias. vundixov S€ reves adro pac, 
ore 6 Zevs ty “Hpg éxei{ ce] ouveyevero, xrA. mirum sane est quod 
dicitur Elymnium aedem fuisse profe Euboeam ; emendavi igitur e 
Steph. B. s. "EAvpnov: v7cos EvBotas, mod éxyovoa, xrA. ceterum 
totam Euboeam sacram Iunoni fuisse docet schol. Ap. Rh. 4. 1138, 
quod hoc indicat tantum, in Euboea regionibusque finitimis illam 
singulari in honore habitam esse et vel maxime apud rusticos, qui 
nuptias quotannis simulacris Iovis et Iunonis in plaustris vectis 
celebrabant, id quod ex eodem Stephano patet s. Kdpvoros: éxA7On 
88 10 dpos [Oxy] dro THs excl dxelas, yro Tav Oedv pigews Ads xal 
“Hpas. atque haud dissimiles ut videtur caerimonias rure fortasse 
in urbem translatas egisse Athenienses testatur Phot. s. iepov ydpov 
(=E. M. 468. 52). 

nuptiis? illis poetam secutus “Epwra vel Amorem tradit noster 
adstitisse (4v. 1737). his etiam genitos esse duos tantum liberos 
legitimos (4v. 1653): eiot 8¢ nat rp Act yryjoror viot "Apys xai “Hoacros. 
videmus nullam Hesiodi rationem scholiastam habere, cum is dixerit 
(Theog. 927): 

"Hpyn 8° “Hoacrov xAvrov od hiroryte peycion 
yeivaro, xal {apeévyoe kai ypice @ Trapaxoiry, 


nempe propter Minervam e Iovis capite natam. Ganymeden Iovis 
amasium novit scholiasta (Pac. 724). 

Pausanias® statuam commemoravit Iovis in Larisa Argivorum tres 
oculos habentis, quia trium orbis regionum, aeris, maris, inferorum 
dominus esset.‘ hanc vero sententiam, cum plerique tradiderint eas 


1 Pind. P. 6. 24; Stesich. ap. schol. //. 6. 507 (tamen cf. schol. Pac. 212, rap 
Oeiy eputavevéytwy wyiy Thy elphyny del). 

2 Rosch. Zex., p. 1349. 8 2, 24. 3. 

‘ similia Agias ac Dercylus ap. schol. Eur. 7road. 16. 
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rem utpote sophista rhetorque narrat fusius; huius autem verbis 
patet fabulam illam inter Athenienses vulgo relatam esse. 

in Sicilia potissimum cultam esse Proserpinam, unde a Dite 
raptam in inferos esse sublatam fertur, tradit schol. Vesp. 1438, 
cuius verba e Cornuto? fere delibata esse nondum puto viros doctos 
animadvertisse. neque vero absurda esse antiquis quidem videbatur 
illa nominis Képy e xépw id est satietate origo, cum etiam gulam et 
cibi aviditatem pro numine inter Siculos haberi testatur Polemo 
apud. Athen. 10, p. 416.° distant autem noster et Cornutus a Ps.- 
Apollodoro,* quod hic Proserpinam tradit coactam esse ut tertiam 
partem anni apud Plutonem maneret. 

rupes fuit "AyéAacros ita nominata in Attica, cui Ceres filiam 
lugens insedisse fertur a schol. Ven. Z¢. 785: éore 8¢ xai ‘AyéAacros 
wérpa Kxadovpévn mapa rots "APyvaios... dre exe exdfioey (exadéabn 
Suid. s. ZaAapives, Hesych. s. "AyéAacros wérpa, Zenob. 1. 7) 4 Anuy- 
Typ KAaiovoa or é{yre. ryv Kopyy. quod, cum idem apud proverbiorum 
scriptores*’ servatum sit, inter Didymi proverbia referenda esse 
arbitror. sed de raptu Proserpinae ea quae codices inferiores 
deinceps exhibent e Ps.-Apollodoro (1.5. 1) nescio quis exscripsit.® 

Ceres ut dea patria, cum eam in domum accepisset Celeus, magna 
reverentia Athenis colebatur (schol. Ven. Z¢. 698). Triptolemus 
quidem hic ignoratur.’ habent autem verba codicum deteriorum 
cum Ps.-Apollodoro (1. 5. 3 sqq.) similitudinem, ut liceat fortasse 
hoc scholium totum ex eodem fonte haustum esse putare : 


Schol. Ps.-Apollod. 
Kat dppa Spaxdvrwyv ép ore éxi Sippov... rrnvav Spaxovrwyv Tov 
wacav Swacreipat THVv olkovpevyy. aupov eSwxev @ THY OANV olkouperynv 


5° otpavod depdpevos (Triptole- 
mus) xaréovretpe. 


1hanc quidem historiam tradiderant Carcinus tragicus et Pindarus; Forster, 
Raub u. Riickkehr d. Pers., p.66. Phanodemus autem ab Attica eam esse raptam 
affrmat, schol. Hes. 7heog. 914. 2 N. D. 28, pp. 207, 210. 

8 sed ad nomen recte intellegendum utilia sunt quae de superstitionibus rusti- 
corum nuper protulit Frazer, G.-2. 1. 349, cf. 356. 

4 1.5.3. 5 Zenob. 1. 7, Diogenian. 1. 8, Apostol. 1. 12. 

6 haud dissidentia a Pampho ap. Paus. 1. 39.1. cf. etiam Agatharchidem, 
Geog. Min. i. 116. 

7 sicut in h. Hom. s# Cer., quem ex Attica fuisse oriundum negant Bergk i. 
769, Wilam. Aus Kydathen, p. 125. 
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at Didymus, qui lyricos de hac re legerat, Celei filium fuisse Tripto- 
lemum certe cognoverat; in scholiis enim Hesiodeis (Zheog. 914") 
jprdoba St inquit, ryv Hepoepovyy daci of piv dx SexeAdias, Bax xvrAidns 
82 dx Kpyrys, «rd. quod conferendum est cum schol. Ach. 47: tepeds 
Anuyrpas® xat Tprrrordduov & “Apdibeos. wéwaixra: xopuxds tadra. 
KeAcod yap TprwrcAepos . . . rod 8¢ Kercot péuvyra: Baxxvrcidns da 
Trav “Ypver. 

iam exposuerunt viri eruditi® nomen Celei ab ave cognomini 
derivatum esse, quae pici similis fuerit, picum autem augurio ab 
agri cultoribus consultum esse; quocirca mihi quidem ultro licet 
affirmare fabulam de Celeo e fama illorum ostentorum quibus primam 
Cererem usam esse ferunt ansam cepisse atque exortam esse. cf. 
schol. Av. 721: radra S&¢ wdvra Anpnrept dvexaro, as prot PAdyopos, 
cum schol. Pind. Olymp. 12. 10, xpyjoacba 8 atrois xpwrnv Anpyrpay. 
eadem fere habent et Hesychius et Suidas (s. €ynBdAovs), quo constat 
Didymum haec confecisse. 

huc proprium mihi videtur aliud scholium a Philochoro pendens 
adferre (Ran. 1033): tov Movoatoy watda SeAjvys xai EtpoAwou Pr0o- 
xopés gyow (FHG. i. 416, 200). odros 8 dpa Avous nal reAerds xai 
xaBappovs ocuvePynxey, xrrX. ubi apa Avoas scripsi pro illo wapaAvcets 
quod codices exhibent; cf. Plat. Rep. 2.364 E; Siebel. Phsloch. frag. 
p. 102. ; 

de illa Cerere quae ‘Ayaia dicebatur haec refert schol. Ach. 7084: 
"Axarav 88 abryy éxddouv dws rov xrurov Tov KupBdrwv Kal rupwdvev TOU 
yevomevov xara (riv) Cyrnow ras Kopys. Ven.: 4 dd rov yyxov dv 
wapeixe Tots wept tHv Tépupay eis ‘AOnvas dmovow. 4 dtd rov wepi 
riv Ovyarépa dxovs. quod vero Ven. traditur deam ita appellatam 
esse propter dyos, id est luctum amissae Liberae, Didymo hoc tribu- 
endum est.’ sed dyos idem esse atque jxos, vel sonitum cymbalorum 
a dea filiam quaerente pulsorum, id quod in priore parte scholii 


1 vid. Flach. Glossen «. Scholien, p. 118, cf. p. 113. 

2 usitatior haec est forma in Rav. Lys. 148, Pac. 2. 14, Thesm. 298; Lobeck, 
Paralip. 142. 

8 Creuzer-Guign. iii., p. 711; Dar. et Sagl., p. 1037. 

4 adde Orionis Ztymol., p. 18 (Dind.-Diibn., p. 394), ubi adscriptum ovrus edpor 
éy Srourhuar: els "Aprropdyny. cf. eadem ap. schol. Stob. E£c/. 3. 461 (ed. Herm.). 

6M. Schmidt, Didyms Frag., p. 80; Etym. Gud., p. 98; Hesych. ’ Ayala. 
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profertur, Apollodorum etiam censuisse testatur schol. Theocr. 2. 36, 
qui de cymbalorum usu in mysteriis loquitur, quibus luctum deae 
imitentur. 

vix sane ab ipsa dea distinguendae sunt illae Kovporpédeos ac 
KadXuyévaa Cereris satellites. principio enim, ut fieri solet, epitheta 
fuerunt ipsius Cereris ;} Apollodorus autem (apud Photium s. KaAd:- 
yévaa) non diversas a Tellure dixit fuisse.* post demum epitheton 
ab ipsa dea seiunctum in genium vel Saézova conversum est. sic 
noster ad Zhesm. 298 de illa KadAryeveiq: Sainev rept riyv Anpuyrpay, 
WY mporocytlovoay dy rais érépais Gerpodpopiafovous éroinoey (cf. Hesych. 
Suid. s.v.): licet fortasse nobis comparare Luxuriam in Plauti pro- 
logo Trinummi. scholium deinde quod sequitur de Kovporpédw ex 
Atticarum scriptore rerum quodam haud dubie excerptum est: dre 
TH yp are ty éorig, dpotws xpd rov Accs Giovew atr7, quem morem 
primum instituisse Erichthonium narrat Suidas.* 


Auévuaos. 


Primo mihi est disputandum de illo Baccho mystico qui una cum 
Cerere Liberaque in mysteriis ritibusque arcanis honorem habuit 
praecipuum. nam licet citius in cultorum mentibus hunc lacchum 
cum altero Baccho Semelae filio mixtum esse et plane confusum 
perspiciamus, ut mystae, id quod minus convenit, exclamarent 
SepmerAywi’ “Iaxxe wAovrodcra (Ran. 479 et schol.), principio tamen 
li di separandi sunt, quod etiam noster cognovisse videtur ad Fan. 
398, quem nihilominus hac quaestione confusum esse patet e fax. 
324, cf. Ran. 404.4 Iacchum autem Proserpina natum esse non- 
nullis testibus dicit schol. Ran. 324: pia rav prornpiwy éoriv 7 eixds, 
dy 9 Tov “Iaxxov éfdyovor .. . cvvidpyra: ty Anpyrpe 6 Acdvecos.  cict 
you of dao Hepoepovys airév elvac: of Sé ry Anunrpe ovyyevérOu ... 


1 Hesych. s. Kad\cyéveca: eadem ratione et Callisto, Euclia, Iphigenia, Dianae 
nomina, nymphae aut heroinae factae sunt. 

2 cf. Paus. I. 22. 3. 

8 5. Kovporpédos. cf. Siebel. ad Paus. 1. 22. 3; supra, pp. 88, 118. 

‘scholium in Ran. 404 Symmachi esse videtur, quod docet illud edpyra: 
cf. Stein, p. 1. 
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lacunam in fine indicavi, quod nullo alio indicio Bacchum aut Zagrea 
aut Plutum coniugem fuisse Cereris conprobare potui; sed filium 
eum fuisse huius deae opinionem perantiquam reperies ap. Diod. 3. 
62-64, schol. Aristid. 3. 648 Dind., ut fortasse sic complere senten- 
tiam liceat: of 8 rq Anpytpe ovyyevéoOa Tov Ata (vel potius "Iaciwva, 
Od. 5. 125, Hes. Zheog. 970) xat tov “Iaxxov yewnou. at nescio an 
scholiasta illud Pindaricum (/sthm. 6. 3) mdpeSpos male audiverit.' 

hic vero indicia quamvis obscura cernere licet fabularum inter 
rusticos agricolasque volgarium qui, cum e segetibus opes divitiaeque 
eis proveniant, deum quendem IIAotroy fingunt e terra vel Cerere 
progenitum. cf. iterum illud "Iaxxe wAovrodéra. similes enim super- 
stitiones habent etiam hodie agrestes, ut docuit maxima cum scientia 
Frazerus in libro quem saepius memoravi. postea autem hunc 
eundem atque illum inferorum deum //usona esse credebant (Z£. MZ. 
406. 47), quocirca etiam noster, ut illius Bacchi vel Pluti mystici 
ignarus, ad Zhesm. 298 “rq@ WAovrw” adscripsit: dvdpi ris Tepoe- 
g@ovys. huic porro Cereris vel Proserpinae filio nomen quoque 
XaBafvov datum esse tradit Diodorus.? sed noster Sabazium tanquam 
Thracium (schol. Vesp. 9) aut Phrygium (4v. 874) deum memorat, 
auctore Apollodoro.® 

Nysam, ubi Bacchus natus esse credebatur, locum fuisse Arabicum 
tradit cod. Ven. ad an. 216, ubi maximi interest hoc observare, 
scholiastam cum Diodoro et Ps.-Apollodoro‘* convenire, ut omnes de 
Dionysio Scytobrachione videamus pendentes. at quod codice @ 
praebetur Nysam regionem fuisse Aethiopicam, id quoque Dionysii 
habendum est, qui hanc sententiam ex Hecataeo adfert,® cui etiam 
Diodorus (1. 19. 4) adsensus est.° vinculum etiam artius cum illo 
Dionysio monstrat schol. Reg. 2 ad /Vud. 311 (ap. Zacherum, p. 638); 


1 Dar. et Sagl., p. 1051; Prell. Dem. «. Pers., p. 36; Suid. Hes. Phot. s. Zaypeds ; 
Arr. An. 2. 16. 3 et maxime schol. Pind. /. 6. 3. 

$auctore Dionysio Scytobrachione, Bethe, Qu. Diod. 1-24, 45; Diod. 4. 4, 
cf. 3. 64. 

8 Stein, p. xvi. 

4 Diod. 3. 65; Apollod. 3. 4. 3. 

5 Bethe, p. 32. cf. Schwartz, Mus. Rhen. xi (1885), p. 233; Herod. 2. 146, 


3:97, III. 
® Busolt,® i. 159, adn. 3. 
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cf. Diod. 4. 2. Indicam quoque Nysam codd. inferiores memorant 
laudato Philostrato.’ 

Iovem cum Semela per ignem congressum esse brevissime narrat 
schol. Vud. 604, ut haud liceat eum cum Diod. 4. 2 et Ps.-Apollod. 
3. 4. 3 conferre: pera Aaprddwv xai rupoav xopeva. Stdmvpos yap 6 
Geds. xat 6 Zeds da wupds ty SepéAy cvvprAOev. sed eo fortasse, quod 
noster dicit in priore parte scholii, indicatur eum Bacchum pro 
numine quasi solari habuisse, id quod docuerant Orphici.? etenim 
idem édrvpos de Apolline quoque solis numine dixit ad Wud. 571.* 

Baccho sacrae erant hedera, vitis, myrtus (schol. Ran. 330), quarum 
hanc ut matrem Semelam ex Orco, reditu ab Iunone impetrato, 
reduceret, Plutoni, qui sibi poposcerat id quod Baccho carissimum 
esset, per fallaciam dedit. hanc quidem fabulam ab aliis quoque 
traditam,* scholiasta, ut ipse ait, ab Iophone tragico didicit; neque 
vero licet statuere haec nostrum ex auctore cognovisse Ps.-Apollodori 
(Dionysii), qui haec tantum exhibuit (3. 5. 3): 6 & dvayayuy 
(verbum est etiam scholiastae) éf “Acdov ryv uyrépa xai mpocayopeioas 
@vdvyv (de hac quidem noster tacet) per’ abris cis ovpavoy dvnAOev. 

Bacchum deum fuisse iuniorem docet schol. P/ut. 1050 (cf. Ran. 
395); quod tamen de illius aetate Herculisque attulit grammaticus 
recentissimus in argumento iv. Xanarum,® Bacchum scilicet duobus 
saeculis maiorem natu quam Herculem fuisse, ab Herodoto® (2. 145) 
quidem plane discrepat. 

ex oculis Lycurgi, quem fugiebat Bacchus, crambe orta est, ut ait 
schol. Ven. £7. 539: gact yap airy éx trav épOarpay rov Auxovpyou 
(BeBraoryxévac’). auctor de Lycurgi oculis Iovis ira praestrictis 
praecipuus fuit praeter Homerum Eumelus, teste scholiasta /7. 6. 131, 
qui cum nostro eundem habuisse fontem videtur.® nunc verba in 
Veneto non servata respicienda sunt, quae ad cognoscendum quem 


1 Vit. Apolton. ii. 2, p. 23. cf. Apollod. 3. 5. 2, Eust. ad Dionys. P. 1153. 

2 Macrob. 1.18.18. cf. Eleorum sententiam, Z. 4M. 277. 46; Ioh. Lyd. de mens. 
4. 38. 

8 etiam de Hecate (Luna) Ran. 1361. 

4 Paus. 2. 31. 2, cf. 2. 37. §; Hor. Od. 2. 19. 209. 

6 Dind.-Diibn., p. 513. 

Set Arr. Anad. 2. 16. I. 

7 supplevit Dindorf. 

® cf. Apollod. 3. 5. 1; Diod. 3. 65; Agatharch. Geog. Min. i. 116. 
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ad modum fabulae usque dispersae ac pervolgatae crescant utilissima 
sunt: wvixa yap & Acdvucos rotrov etAaByOeis eis riv OdAaccay dv, ird 
ys duwédou SeopevOdvra Sdxpvoy éwadexéva, xdx rov Saxpvov riyv 
xpaByv. haec enim ab illis eo distant, quod nunc plantam videmus 
cramben non ex oculis Lycurgi praestrictis nascentem, sed e 
lacrimis illi cadentibus cum iam vite numinis violati quasi catenis 
conligabatur. at quonam modo tandem fit ut ille vite dicatur esse 
vinctus, cum in carcerem eum esse compactum plerique tradiderint?? 
nam Sophocles fevy@n 8° d€vxoAos wais, inquit, 6 Apvayros, "Hdwray 
Bacrets, xeproplos dpyais, éx Avovicov rerpwder xarddapxros ey 
Seon, quibus verbis manifestum est illud werpwda proprio sensu 
dictum esse hic de cautibus montis Pangaei, quandoquidem Lycurgi 
poenas atque Antigonae adaequat poeta. quod si huius interpretem 
consules veterem, eum intelleges miro in errore versari, qui roy Seopov 
St ris duwrédov, ait, rerpwdyn dre dvi rod rov icxvpoy! (cf. ad 
958). quo patet scholiastam Sophoclis sicut nostrum etiam, usque 
de vite cogitasse qua Lycurgus vinctus fuerit. sed qua ratione 
fabula de crambe exorta est? id profecto ex poetae verbis inse- 
quentibus (42?t. 959-960) elucet: ovrw ras pavias Savoy droorales 
dvOnpdv re pévos, quibus secus acceptis et male intellectis gram- 
matici Alexandrini illud de crambe et lacrimis finxerunt. 

alterum autem dum fugit hostem Pentheum in Atticam ad Icarium 
deus pervenit (schol. Zy. 700): ws yap 4 Anunrnp ras tpodds, ovTa 
cat Acdvugos "Ixapip pirogevias euwxe Swpov, ore Pirodpdvws abrov ire- 
Séfaro riv UBpw devyovra tov Ilevbéws. mythographi vero solebant 
Cereris adventum et Bacchi comparare,’ Ps.-Apollod. 3. 14. 7: dAAa 
Anpytrpa piv Kercds tredé£aro, Ardvucov 5é “Ixdpios, xai AapBdve wap’ 
aitod kAypa duméXov. cf. schol. J/. 22.29: €evioas dé wore 3 
"Ixdpios Acdvucov d\aBev dx airod olvdv re xai dpwérAov KARma. 
quibus conlatis fontem fuisse patet eundem. Didymus autem, si 
quidem scholiorum horum auctor est, Eratosthenis carmen quod 
"Hptyévy inscribebatur consuluit.? ac de cultu Liberi Eleutheri, de 
quo iam satis disputavit Lobeckius,* scholium Ack. 243 cum scholio 


1 Apollod. 3. 5. 1; Soph. Ant. 955 sq. 

2 cf. illud np xal bypd rpodh saepius usitatum, schol. Pind. /. 6. 3. 
8 schol. //. l.c. 

* Agi. G60. 
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7, 6. 131 coniungendum est; notanda enim est illa in utroque 
reperta locutio notabilis ovx duoGi ye. 

sed unde scholiasta ad Put. 1021 (= Suid. "Evéxas) Staphylum 
didicerit Bacchi fuisse amasium me quidem plane fugit; nam filius, 
non amasius fuit, ut tradunt plerique.' 

notabile certe id quoque est quod noster ad Flut, 1021 (= Suid. 
Midas*) autumat Bacchum Midae aures asini dedisse, aut etiam eum 
in asinum vertisse. asinos vero huic deo sacros fuisse notum est. 
nunc, quoniam eandem historiam repetiverint rarissimam proverbio- 
rum scriptores, hanc credo e Didymi libro corrupte defluxisse, eum 
autem Apollinis historiam, qui aures Midae asininas, quod is Marsyam 
victorem in tibicinio iudicasset, dedisse fertur, hoc loco confudisse 
et contaminasse.’ is tamen ut videtur aliam vetustiorem cognovit 
fabulam, qua Midas et Bacchus coniuncti ferebantur.* 


“Acdns. 


iam vero scholiastam quamquam vidimus in Zhesm. 298 Plutum 
illum Cereris filium cum Plutone vel Dite inferorum rege, qui est 
Zevs xOonos, confudisse, id quod sane haud mirabile est, tamen in 
Plut. 727, eos quodam modo dissimiles fuisse agnoscere eo ipso 
videtur, quod stmélem scilicet significationem ea nomina hoc quidem 
loco habere pretium curae esse existimat notare. 

Ac Didymus certe de rebus quasi infernis et occultis penitus 
quaesiverat; laudatur quidem de rupe in Orco sita quae Avaivov 
vocatur (an. 186; cf. 194); illius quoque est scholium in Ach. 388, 
ubi de Ditis pilleo qui dicitur quod ibi fertur cum Suida et scholiasta 
Platonis*® coniungendum est. 

multa vero loca erant quae descensum in inferos praebuisse finge- 
bantur. nam in promunturio Taenari cavernam fuisse quae in 


1 Ps.-Apollod. 1. 9.16; schol. Ap. Rh. 3.997. cf. Tzetz. Lyc. 570; Parthen. er. 
p- 653, Westerm. 

2 cf. Diogenian. 6. 73; Apostol. 11. 67; Max. Tyr. 11.1, p. 187; Ael. V. 7. 3.18; 
ignorat Tzetz. Lyc. 1401; cf. Chs/. 103. 

8 Hygin. 72d. 191, quam historiam recentem esse docuit Creuzer, Sym boli iii. 225. 

4 Theopomp. FHG. i. 289; Paus. 1. 4. 5. 

§ Respub., p. 612 B. 
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Orcum deducat dicit schol. Ach. 510: Taivapov ydp éor: rs Aaxwrxis 
dxpwrypiov, év @ oropa fv xarayov es “Arvdov. quod simillimum est 
scholii in Pind. /. 4. 76, ubi Menandri mentione facta indicatur 
auctor Didymus. 

atque lacus Avernus, ut notum est, prope ostium Orci fuit. 
scholiasta vero (af. 475) hunc in Iberia haud procul ab urbe 
Tartesso dicit fuisse, quod mire cum Strabone’ convenit, qui dum 
causas profert cur in hominum mentes mentione illius Tartessi facta 
statim Tartarus quoque venerit, cum illa nomina usque semper 
coniuncta ultroque confusa sint, sic rem explicat (3, p. 149): exd{or 
dy ris dxovovra rept Tapryocov rov Tdprapov éxdi¥ev xapovopaca Tov 
gxxatoy tav troyxoviuy rérwv, rpocbdiva: St xai piOov, rd wownriKoy 
owlovra: KaOdrep Kai rovs Kipepiovs eidws ev Bopeiots nai Lodepois 
oixjoavras Toros KaTa Tov Booropov pucey abrovs wpds te “Ady, xrA. 
quid autem refert et illos Cimmerios huc inducere? non propter id 
solum, quod et eos habitare credebant regiones modo septentrionales 
modo occidentales, sed etiam quod ut Tartessum sic Cimmerios 
quoque ditissimos fuisse constabat; atque ut de Tartesso cum 
Tartaro coniuncta, sic de Cimmerios atque inferis simul homines 
cogitabant. nam omnibus quidem notum est divitiarum originem 
apud populos rudes incultosque dis inferis vulgo tribui.? itaque, 
sicut nanos exstitisse qui in metallis foderent Germani olim sibi 
fingebant, quos etiam “gnomos” et “cobaltos’” nominatos divitias 
praebere putarent, Cimmerios pariter Graeci ferebant in fodinis 
Operam navare atque prope Orcum incolere. cuius rei idem testis est 
Strabo (5, p. 244): xat rovro rd xwpiov HAovrwmoy re treAdpBavov xai 
rovs Kippeptovs évratOa A€éyerGar’ xai eivémdedv ye of rpoOvodpevor Kai 
iAacdmevor rovs KataxOoviovs Sainovas ...“Eqopos 8 rots Keppepiors 
mpovoiKeiwy Tov Torey pyoiv avrovs ey xarayeios olxias olxeiv, ds KaXovorw 
dpyiAXas, xal did rivwv dpvypdrwv wap dAAjAouvs re Porray Kai rods 
Eévous eis 16 pavrdiov SéxerOa, word brs yas Wpovpévov: Liv 8° dro 
peradXcias kal tav pavrevouévwv. quibus adlatis iam potest intellegi 


13. p. 150; 5. p. 244. 

2 cf. ipsum dei nomen Ditis vel Plutonis; Luc. 7i#s. 21, qui tamen false inter- 
pretatur de Luctu2: 3 1d rrdovrety vexpots. cf. etiam Hes. Opp. 122-126; 
Plat. Cratyl. 398 A; etiam Opp. 465. 
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scholium ad Ran. 187: KepBepiovs 8 rots Kippepious Aéya. epacw- 
Onvar pev ext ovx eori, xardBaors 88 eis “Ardov éxet, ws pvOeverat. 

Ephorum igitur, quem non semper fabulas narrare operi esse 
suo alienum putasse notum est,’ horum auctorem omnium fuisse e 
Strabone licet statuere. 


Evpevides. 


Quae de Furiis deabus cognovit scholiasta cuncta a tragicis, non 
a mythographis pendent. versum enim Euripidis, qui Electram 
fecerat loquentem haec: évopdLew yap aidodpuat Oeas Edpevidas,” videtur 
ante oculos habuisse, cum nomen Eumenidum ita a Graecis dictum 
scribebat, ut verbis male ominatis parcerent (schol. ud. 265): ovx 
ovrw A€ye ras NepedAas cepvas Deas worep ras "Epwis. éxrperopevor 
(h.e. metuentes) wavres dvopacri A€yev airds, Eipevidas cal ras cepvas 
Geas rpoonyopevoay® (cf. £g.1312; Zhesm. 224). 

quo habitu Dirae in scaenam inductae a tragicis sint dicitur ad 
Plut. 423: ddbacw oi trpaywdoi "Epwrias ciodépav peta Aaprddurv: 
Culus tamen rei unicum quod novimus exemplum exstat in Ennii 
Alcumaeone.* alterum scholium utique e commentariis integrioribus 
in tragoediam antiquam fluxisse videtur (an. 472): mepidpopor: olor 
_wavraxov Suvauevos wepiorpéper Oa. Aéyea Sé ras Epwwias. huic adpo- 
nendum schol. Eur. Or. 317, Spouades: ravraxod mepitpexovcas. 

ad earum delubrum in arce situm, quod et Thucydides (1. 26) et 
Pausanias (1. 28. 6) commemorant, intellegit noster confugere non 
servos sed quoslibet supplices, Zhesm. 224: dovAov yap edyov oi 
xataAapBavovres Ta iepa Tov Epiviwy, quo scholio elucet Kuesterum 
non dubitare oportuisse verbum olxéra in schol. Zg. 1312 repertum 
in ixéras mutare, quod quidem saepius corruptum invenitur.° 


1 vid. supra p. 100, adn. I. 

2 Orest. 37-3. 

®hoc scholium a Diibn. confuse editum ita interpunxi. melius sit si post 
éxrperdyuern, particulam ydp suppleamus. 

4 frag. 3, p. 113, Miill.; Rosch. Zex., p. 1313; cf. Cic. Legg. 1. 14. 40. 

S cf. p.120. erratum simile de templo Thesei ante Philochorum exstitit (Z. 47. 


451. 42). 
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IV.— DE HERCULE. 


multa de Hercule memorantur, nimirum quod ea persona fuit 
comicis carissima. nam hi post Pisandrum? leonis pelle vestitum 
heroa inducebant (schol. Ran. 46), eiusque gulam inridebant (Vesp. 
60, Av. 557, Fac. 741). scholium in Zys. 928 ad illa “HpaxAjs feri- 
(eras: wapowpia eri trav Bpadvvovrwy, cum idem dent et Suidas et 
Apostolius,? apparet e Didymi proverbiis sumptum esse. 

haud raro offendimus inter Zguitum scholia semidocta quaedam 
et quasi a tirone confecta ; veluti id quod de Thebis Herculis patria 
urbe exponitur ad Zy. 480: dxoAovOws 5& tov “HpaxAdovs epyjobn, 
ered @nBaiwy idios & Oeds odros evar A€yerar, rs 58 Bowwrias af @7 Ba 
wokus. doctius autem utpote ex Aristophane grammatico derivatum 
est argumentum primum ad Ranas: ob SedyAwra piv drov toriv > 
oxnvy. evrAoywrarov 8° év @nBas. Kai yap & Acovucos éxeiBev, xal rpds 
Tov HpaxXéa dduxvetrar, @y Batoy dvra. 

labores eius aerumnasque tangunt scholia Pac. 752, ub. 830, 
quorum e posteriore apparet numerum laborum Diagorae Melii 
tempore certum fuisse et fixum. 

1. Augeae stabula purgat, schol. Ven. Pac. 753: Soxet 5 “HpaxAHs 
tnv Avyéouv xémpov éxxexabapxeva. $i quidem ea re nobis licet niti, 
quod Diodorus (4. 13) isdem quibus noster utitur verbis, Ps.- 
Apollodorus autem (2. 5.5) pro illo xémpow v. dvOov, pro éxxexafapxévas 
v. éxhopyou, putandum est Diodorum, qui laudationem Herculis a 
Matri Thebano compositam compilavit,? cum nostro cognatum esse: 
sed verba scholiastae exiliora sunt quam ut de hac re certe 
diiudicemus. 

2. cum angui Lernaea pugnat, Fac. 756, ubi cum centum capita 
*Ydpa alibi non dicatur habuisse,* hoc nostrum e poetae verbis temere 
collegisse patet. 

3. cum Geryona certat, 4ch. 1082, ubi in Rav. tricipitem illum 
gigantem fuisse fertur, in Ven. autem tria corpora habuisse. Raven- 
natis testimonium firmat etiam schol. 4g. 416, cuius auctor, sicut 


1 Strab. 15. 688; Ps.-Apollod. 2. 4. Io. 2 viii. 63. 

8 Bethe, Ou. Diod., p. 44. 

4 novem habuit secundum Alcaeum et Ps.-Apollod. 2. 5. 2, quinquaginta secun- 
dum Simonid., Verg. 4. 6. 576; cf. Eur. H. F. 419; Hesych. s. “Yépa. 
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Ps.-Apollodori,' fuit Hesiodus.* de vaccis illius quas abegit Hercules 
scholium describam cum aliis tum Lyco Regino dependens (fac. 925): 

I. wept 8 r&v Aapwwav Body Avxos pev & “Pryivos ért® rats mpds 
“‘Addtavipor gyow dod Aapivoy tivds BovxcAov tavryy atrovs riv mpocy- 
yopiav éoxnxévu. Ven. 

II. doi 5é reves of wapa rov ddpor afvovew avrovs ovrw Kxarcioba. 
Ven. 

III. of 8 rHv pet cvdAdAa Biv Sacwvvovory, iv’ fF Aapivots rods peyado- 
pivous: év S& rz Xaovig daci roovrovs eva: Bots, ovs xai Keorpivovs 
xadovow. Ven. 

IV. adr\as. dvri rov peydr\w xai ebrpape. Rav. Ven. 

V. rots 8 Arapwrixots Bods ovtw A€yovotw dro twos Aap‘vou Bov- 
KOAov, wapaAaBovros wapa “HpaxXéovs ras T'ypvdvov Bots. Rav. Ven. 

quibus adde etiam schol. 4v. 465: 

VI. as dv Aapicoy® peydAwy Body yevouévwy. tore 8 wodts Ocompo- 
vias. Ven. 

VII. (=IV.) Adptvoy dyri rod Arwapdv, xrrA. Rav. Ven. 

VIII. (=I, V.) 9 peydAo, dro Aapivod rivos Booxod etpeyéovs. 
vépovra St THv Wrepov, ovoa Tov T'npvdvos Body drdyova. Rav. Ven. 

Suidas, Photius, Apostolius 10.45, haec quoque habent 

IX. (=I, V., VIII.) Aapevot Ades of dy ‘Hretpw, dro Aapivov Bov- 
KoAov KAdpavros tras Hpaxdéous Bots, ws Avxos 6 “Pryivos, ore ras 
Typudvov Bots wAavve. 

X. Lpogevos 8 atrov rov “Hpaxréa dveival ras rp Awdwvaip Ai. 

XI. (= IY) "ArodAddwpos 88 ad rods evrpades Aapivovs. Aapiveverv 
yap TO ocrevev. 

his comparatis apparet Didymun, qui haud dubie haec confecit, 
fabulam Herculis ac Geryonae boum ex historicis Lyco Proxenoque 
sumpsisse, interpretationem autem verbi Aapiwos ex Apollodoro illo 
fabularum scriptore. 

de balneis Herculeis quae vocabantur quem ad modum dissederint 
poetae e schol. Vud. 1050 patet, ubi in Rav. Pisandri sententia servata 


1 2. 5. 10. 2 Theog. 287. 

8 év? Leutsch. ad Apostol. 10. 45. vid. FG. ii. 370. 

4 idem Eustath. 1243. 11. 

® Athen. 9. 376 C, 4 dwé reves nouns "Hrepwrucs Aaplyns(?) (cf. Cram. An. Ox. 
3- 362. 20). 
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est: “Hpaxdd roAAd xapdyre rept @epporvras "A Onva Geppa Aovrpa dvade- 
Swxev. Ieicavdpos: rep 8° év OepporvAyar Oca (R. Oeppa) yAauxdms "AOnvy, 
ote. Oeppa Aoerpa wapa prypiv. Oardoons.’ Thermopylis igitur solum, 
non autem alibi, Pisander balneas Herculeas per Minervam exstitisse 
narravit. sed quoniam poetae omnes Minervae Herculem familiariter 
coniunxerunt, quid mirum si alias quoque balneas Herculeas Miner- 
vae dona fuisse tradiderunt? cuius sententiae ipse Pisander postea 
ab imperitis profertur auctor, ut a Zenobio 6. 49, Suida s. “HpdxAeos 
Wopa. iam respiciendum est scholium Veneti, ubi non Minerva sed 
Vulcanus eas Herculi dedisse traditur, auctore Ibyco.? idem habet 
Suidas s. “Hpdxdea Aourpd.* apud Hesychium quae leguntur e schol. 
Ven. et schol Pind. O. 12. 27 composita sunt. lege autem dvadeiva 
pro eius dvadyva. atque alter lyricus Pindarus* alia concepit, qui 
nymphis balneas attribuit Siculis. plane absurda ac corrupta tradit 
scholiasta Soph. Zrach. 632 1a “HpdxAaa, dep A€yera aire 4 “Hpa 
dvetvar. haec enim illi fuit inimicissima. 

4. miram fabulam de Diomede Thrace eiusque filiabus tradit 
scholiasta Ecc/. 1029: dre Atoundns 6 Opag ropvas éxwv Ovyarépas Tous 
mapiovras févous éBidLero adrais ovveivat, éws ov Kopov ox@ar Kai dvarAw- 
Odcww of dvdpes. ds xat & pidos trrovs dvOpwrodayous dre. eadem 
fere Suid. s. Acouydaos dvdyxn. auctorem Clearchum Peripateticum 
fuisse docet Hesychius (s. AcopydSeos dyayxn); is scilicet historiam 
Diomedis equarum inter Herculis labores a plerisque traditam suis 
rationibus utpote philosophus conatus est exponere. 

5. pugnam Herculis cum Centauris tangit schol. Ran. 38.° accedit 
autem in codicibus @ et Reg. (Dind.-Diibn., p. 514) narratio de 
illorum ortu quae e Pindaricis ut videtur commentariis confecta est. 
cf. enim Pind. Py/k. 2; et hoc proverbium apud nostrum: wore xai 
ris wv adrovs ryv dpxinv én, Uarros dmrepevyerat dvOpurrov, Kat dvOpwiros 
dromépseras Urrov, cum illo ap. schol. Germ. Pind. 2. 88 ofov xai 
mapoipia tmmos piv epevyera: dvdpa, dvjp 8° efarerepdey imwov, cogna- 
tum est. 


1 vid. schol. /7. 20. 74. 

3 vid. Schneidewin. ad Ibyc. Frag. xxx., pp. 180-182. 
8 cf. Apostol. 8. 66. 

4 Pind. P. 12. 25. 

§ cf Suid. Hes. Phot. 
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6. Cycnum Martis filium interfecit Hercules, an. 963; quod 
scholium in codicibus recentioribus servatum item ab aliquo com- 
mentariorum Pindaricorum perito confectum est. cf. Pind. Jsth. 4. 
35, Olymp. 2. 82, 10. 17, schol. ad Olymp. 2. 82. 

7. Hercules una cum Argonautis navigavit, //ut.1127. cum hoc 
scholio Ps.-Apollodorus et scholiastae Apollonii et Theocriti' in eo 
conveniunt, quod Herculem illius expeditionis participem id tem- 
poris amasium faciunt amisisse Hylam. sed scholium //ué integrum 
non est, quod ex illa nihili voce @ycov’ patet. ea praeterea quae 
codex Reg. servat e fonte proverbiorum deducta sunt.® 

Herculem mysteriis Cereris initiatum traditur in codicibus recen- 
tioribus ad //u¢. 845, in vetustioribus ad 1013. alter locus hic est: 
rei €ort Kal puxpa prorypia y.vopeva dt ‘HpaxAréa. “HpaxdAjjs yap émoras 
néiov pvetoBar. eos St Fv rois "AOnvaiots févov py prety. py BovrAopevos 
otv Adcas Td Cos pdt dwrdoa Tov evepyérny ‘HpaxAéa érevoncay puxpa 
pvoTypia evperadora. cum his si comparamus Tzetzae‘* scholium in 
Lyc. 1328, facile perspicimus Istrum huius fabulae auctorem fuisse. 
aliam autem causam cur non potuerit Hercules initiari fabularum 
adferunt scriptores, quod videlicet nondum lustratus fuerit a caede 
Centaurorum.° 

Atthidographi certe alicuius est scholium an. 501, ubi illum 
legimus minoribus mysteriis esse initiatum in demo Melita a nympha 
quadem eiusdem nominis: éxA7@y 88 dro MeXirys vindys, 7 epiyn 6 
“Hpaxdjs. cf. Philochorum ap. Harpocr. s.v. do Medirys Obvyarpos 
xara pev “Hotodov Muppnxos, xara 5¢ Movoatov Aiov rod ‘AzoAAwvos. 
quod ex scholio hoc colligendum est ea mysteria minora in Melita 
demo celebrata esse, id cum Steph. B., qui Agris vico Herculem 
initiatum esse testatur, conciliare vix possum. Melitam autem Her- 
culis concubinam fuisse alibi traditum non comperio, ut hic inepte 
fictum coniciam. haud dissimilis est fama quae de amoribus Herculis 
Diomique fertur fan. 651 ubi origo indicatur feriarum quae Acope 


1 Apd. 1. 19. 16, schol. Ap. Rh. 1. 1289, schol. Theocr. 13. 35; cf. Eust. ad 
Dionys. P. 805. 

2 in cod. Reg. Onoéws. legendum fortasse Evpuodéws. 

8 cf. enim Zenob. 6. 21, Diogenian. 8. 33, Apostol. 8. 34. 

# mendose a Tzetza et schol. 845 minora mysteria é» ‘EXevot™ celebrari dicuntur. 

6 Ps.-Apd. 2. 5.12, Diod. 4. 14; cf. schol. //. 8. 368. 
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vocabantur: Sipos ris Alynidos puAys ded Aropov epwpévov rod 
‘Hpaxdéovs. fore 5¢ “HpdxAciov abro&: wept oS xai ‘Pravos pyar Spray 
Ott Aiopos “HpaxAjs eyévero. sic in Veneto. verba extrema mutila 
videntur esse, nisi quidem putare volumus illud Adozos quasi epitheton 
Herculi appositum esse. Rhianus Cretensis scripsit ro:jpara “Hpa- 
xAeada teste Suida s.v. 

Thessalos genus ex Hercule deduxisse docet schol. Ven. Vesp. 
1271, ubi de penestis alia memorantur atque apud Suid. Phot. Hesych. 
S. levéora: ; atque hi partim, Eustathius autem (954. 38) ad verbum 
omnia ex Athen. 6. 264 exscripsit; quibus si Didymus auctor est, 
noster eum non cognovit. verba nostri haec sunt: wevéoras 85% 
A€éyerOai act rd Oytixdv wapa rots @errarois. vos St Fv wdAa drs 
Ilevéorov ryv érwvupiav exov, os dvépepe rd yévos cis @eooadow rev 
“‘“HpaxAéouvs.1 quae vero maxime utilia sunt ad rem intellegen- 
dam quam O. Miillerus? putabat satis esse obscuram. is enim 
intellexit illud Athenaei (6. 264 a) of 4H yovq SotAo. perperam ab 
alio explicatum esse: éAevOepor picbd Sovrevovres. sed e nostro 
scholio perspicere licet quid Athenaeus sibi velit. nam quoniam 
penestae genus suum ad heroas Thessalum atque Herculem refere- 
bant pristinis saltem temporibus necesse est ii nobilis fuerint. 

quae de origine ludorum Olympiorum ab Hercule institutorum 
dicit scholiasta P/ut. 586 ex Antig. Caryst. Mir. Ausc. c. 51 levibus 
cum mutationibus exscripsit. 

historiam Heraclidarum tangit scholiasta ad P/ut. 385. mox ad 
Eq. 1151 de eadem re locutus proverbium illud BdA)’ els paxapiay 
interpretatur (cf. //ut. 782), ubi verborum discrepantias inter nostrum, 
Zenobium (2.61), Eudociam (p. 76, cf. p. 284) intellegere non possum, 
nisi omnes e Didymi libello de proverbiis singuli delibarint. 

Eurysthei cum Atheniensibus pugnantis ab Iolao interfecti corpus 
in demo Gargetto, caput autem in Tricoryntho sepultum esse tradit 
Strabo (8, p. 377): 76 ev GAAo capa Tapynrrot rapqva, riv 8 xepadyy 
xwpis év TpixopwvOw, droxépavros attyv ‘IoAdov wept Tiv Kpyvyv thy 


5 xal 6 rémos KaXcira: Eipvobéws xepory. iam 


Maxapiav two dpagirov: 
1 Thettalum filium Herculis novit etiam schol. Ap. Rh. 3. 1089. 
2 Dor.” ii, p. 61, adn. 8. 
8 mendose schol. Pind. P.9.145 éy rj auatir~; nam de Eurystheo male accepit 
id quod de Iolao poeta dixerat. 
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cf. schol. Zhesm. 899 ad verbum Tapynrrobev explicandum: dwé ris 
Sypov ras Alynidos dvAjs, vba ro Eipvobéws drdxearoa capa ev ro 
dxpwrnpiy. mirum certe est illud dxpwrnpip. lege é& ro ‘Aparnpiy, 
quod fanum fuisse, ita appellatum ex Eurysthei imprecationibus, 
testatur Plut. Zhes. 35: ... abrés (Eurystheus) 8 Tapynrrot xara rav 


"A@nvaiwy dpas Oéuevos, od viv éori rd xaXovpevoy ‘Aparnproyv. 


V.—DE FABULIS ATTICIS. 


Fabulas apud Athenienses vulgares constat maxime tractasse 
Atthidographos, ut iure liceat putare, quaecumque de his rebus inter 
scholia inventa erint magis ad illos, quam ad eos qui mythicarum 
potissimum rerum studiosi fuerint, referenda esse. quod praecipue 
de Theseo fabulisque ad eum pertinentibus valet. 

nihilominus schol. Vesp. 313: 6 Adyos éx O@noews Evpiridov: exel yap 
ravra A€yovoey of rarropevoe aides eis Bopay tw Muvoravpy, extrema 
verba habet communia cum Ps.-Apd. 3. 15. 7.1 sed aliis in rebus 
mythographi qui Dionysium Scytobrachionem secuti sunt adeo a 
nostro distant ut hunc eundem auctorem inspexisse vix credamus. 
etenim ad £y. 785 Thesea legimus Orco descensurum in rupe 
consedisse prope Athenas quae ‘AyéAacros vocaretur; quam plane 
ignorantes illi quidem* Theseum ac Pirithoum referunt per Taena- 
rum, non ex Attica ad inferos descendisse. tamen scholium cod. 
Reg. ad Aan. 142 cum schol. Ap. Rh. 1. ror in paucis convenit. 

de rupe illa inferna mirabilem famam narrat schol. £¢g. 1368 dum 
verbum troXioros interpretatur: wAdrrovra tov epi Onoéws pov, 
Sri éAxopevos td “Hpaxdéouvs xarédAurey éxi ryv wérpay Thy vy. 
similiter Apostol. 3. 36, Suid. Hesych. s. Avowa, schol. Plat. Symp. 
193 A. alii qui de descensu Thesei Pirithoique disseruerunt haec 
plane ignorant*®; suspicor igitur Didymum primum in corpore pro- 
verbiorum Atticorum pervolgasse. 


1 cui idem est auctor ac Diodoro, ut saepius monui. similia habet schol. Plat. 
Min. 321 A. 

2 Apd. 2. 5.12; schol. Ap. Rh. 1. 101; Hygin. Fad. 79, qui mendose “ per 
snsulam Taenarum” habet. 

8 Plut. 7hes. 35; Paus. 1.17.4; Ps.-Apd. 2. 5. 12. 
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Atticorum profecto fama fuit uxorem Theseum habuisse Hippo- 
lyten (an. 849). hoc enim tradiderat Clidemus,! quem secutus 
esse videtur ipse Istrus.* contra auctor Hygini® Antiopen eius 
uxorem fecit. scholium illud grammaticis Alexandrinis sine ulla 
dubitatione adscribo, quaamquam in Ravennate et Veneto non iam 
servatur. cCuius originis hoc leve sane sed nequaquam inane indi- 
cium est: dicit enim de incestu Megarei ac Danaae: éSoxe yap Trois 
madaois wavu évayés eva rats ddeAdais piyvvoGau, quod vero alibi 
quam in Aegypto, ubi, ut exemplo utar notabili, coniugium Cleo- 
patrae ac Ptolemaei fratris neque turpe neque infandum esse 
habebatur, vix scribi potuit. 

Amazonum praeter Hippolyten mentio facta est Lys. 679, 191. 

Neptunum atque Thesea intime coniunctos et quasi mixto numine 
cultos esse notum est. haud mirum igitur est si, ut ille equorum 
praeses fuit, sic huic currus zoAeuornpiov inventio attribuitur a schol. 
ub, 28. 

alia autem plurima libenter antiqui a Theseo instituta esse dice- 
bant® atque eum rem publicam Atheniensium populique etiam 
imperium fundasse. quo circa schol. Ven. Put. 627 (v. 38) Isocratis 
verba (/7e/. 35) repetit, cui haud dubie auctor fuit Thucydides (2.15): 
éopry S& aire éreredciro, érady airds cunjyaye tHv Arrixyy, mporepoy 
OTopabyny Kai Kara Kwpas olxovpéevny. item hercle in Rav. ibid. legimus 
haec: pera 1d yapicacba ryv Sypoxpariav rots "APyvaios tov 
@noéa, Avxos ris ouvxodarvtycas eroincey éLoorpaxicOivac (1) rov 
ypwa, xrA. fabulam deinceps narratam videmus simillimam rursus 
esse Plutarchi.£ sed Diodorus’ in hac sui operis parte Dionysium 
secutus cum aliis tum eo discrepat ab nostro, quod nullam Lycomedis 
omnino mentionem fecit; is vero ut videtur Thesei templum asylum 
fuisse intellegit omnibus supplicibus, nec tantum servis. scholiasta 
tamen £¢. 1312 de hoc, évrada, inquit, of xaradevyovres Tay oixerav 
dovAiav dyov. possumus videlicet hic quoque in ixer@y mutare®; 


1 Plut. 7hes. 2. 2 Athen. 13. 557- 
8 Fab. 30 et 241; cf. Ov. Her. 4. 120. 

4 utrique Athenis fiebant sacra Pyanepsii die octava. 

5 Preller-Plew.? ii. 298. 

6 Thes. 35; cf. Cim. 8, Paus. 1. 17. 6. 7 4. 62. 3 

8 vid. supra, pp. 120, 135- 
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sed cf. locutionem apud Suidam simillimam (s. Ovdev iepov) . . . Gre 
of xaragpvyorres eis aito SodAot ddaav ovx eyov. eandem vero 
causam Thesei exsilii protulit Philostratus' quam noster: émi rq dpg 
ty és rov viov, hoc est Hippolytum, quem patris votis taurum a 
Neptuno inmissum interemisse notum est. neque vero quamvis 
absurde videatur dici illum éorpaxiopov iam Thesei aetatibus 
exstitisse — quisnam ignorat illum a Clisthene esse institutum ? — 
causa est cur antiquitatem scholio idcirco abnegemus, cum etiam 
Theophrastum, auctorem minime levem, eadem dicentem videamus 
apud Suidam. s. doyy Sxvpia.? 

scholiasta Vesp. 1239 Artemidoro partim fretus de Theseo atque 
Admeto historiam profert nusquam alibi repertam. hunc enim affirmat, 
laudato Phanodemo Atticarum rerum scriptore, una cum Alcestide 
filioque Hippaso in Atticam ad Theseum confugisse. quae codices 
inferiores ad eundem locum exhibent, eorum extrema verba sic 
suppleo ex Ps.-Apollod. : “Ardy paxeodpevos “Hpaxdyjs <dvexopuce). 


de Cecrope prisco rege Atheniensium, qui duplicem habuisse 
formam fertur, primum tradit haec scholium Vesp. 438: eloi dé of 
ac. rov Kéxpora diva yeyovéva, xal ra xdrw dpews eoyynxéva, quae 
verba cum in florilegio ‘‘ Eudociae ” quod fertur® proxime accedant 
eis quae scholium //uf. 773 exhibet, scholia haec manifestum est 
olim adstitisse coniunctim. 

inferioris demum aetatis constat historicos, ut Theopompum 
(FHG. i. 307), Characem (7HG. iii. 639) originem Cecropis ex 
Aegypto deduxisse. scholium igitur ad Plut.773 (= Suid. s. Kéxpow) 
quod hoc tradit, proxime ex Alexandrinis pendet, qui Atthidographos 
rursus secuti sunt. hoc autem licet animadvertere, scholiastam 
eandem causam adtulisse cur Cecrops formam habuisse geminam 
credatur quam etiam Iohannes Antiochenus.‘ hunc Eudocia quo- 
que laudavit. porro Characem, apud Eudociam memoratum, licet 
statuere auctorem fuisse nostro, sicut scholiastae /7, 18. 483; ille 
autem Istri Alyurriwy dmouxias fortasse legerat. atque Istrum 


1 Her., p. 320 (ii. 198, Kayser). 

2 Eust. 782; Zenob. 1. 32; Diogenian. 1. 30. 
8 Eudoc. 25. 2 (p. 411, Flach.). 

4 FHG. iv. 557. 
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certe de Cecropis filiabus consuluit auctor scholiastae ad Lys. 642° 
(cf. Zhesm. 533). 


de heroe Anagyro legimus (Zys. 67) ad verbum ‘Avayvpouvro6er : 
Squds tis "Arrixys, dro “Avaydpov ypwos. locus hic verbis extremis 
suum declarat auctorem, cum Philochori iam proprium fuisse vidi- 
mus* instituta apud Athenienses ad heroas eponymos referre. 
illius profecto est etiam scholium Vesp. 1223 (=Zys. 58) de filiis 
Pandionis; deinde schol. Pac. 1183.8 tamen per Polemonem, qui 
nomina conscripsit demorum Atticorum, haec in scholia fortasse 
defluxerunt. cf. dv. 645: Kpids Sqpos ris “Avrioxides pvAqs, dro 
Kpwod rivos wvopacpévos. dvaypdda 5¢ rots érwvipous trav Sypwv xai 
@vAdv TloAguwv. hic vero pro illo Kpids censeo Kpida legendum 
esse,‘ quamquam etiam Suidas s. Kpiés idem vitium exhibet. 

ad an. 477, haec servata: Topyoves TiOpdows: dad Sypov rijs 
"Arrixys wovnpov...eciot 8 otro dro TiOpavros rov [lavdiovos 
mados erwmvypo.... ddAws (Ven.): TiOpdoros rorwos ArBiys, evba ai 
Topyoves Scérp:Bov. utrumque habet Suidas,*’ sed omisso Pandionis 
filii nomine, quem Zeuthrantem, non Tithrantem, vocat Steph. Byz. 
S. Oéorea.® 

de Progne illius filia (schol. Av. 368) hoc dicendum est, fabulam 
ita nostrum tradidisse ut eam in lusciniam (eis dydeva), sororem 
autem Philomelam in hirundinem (es yeA:dova) versas esse fecerit 
(Av. 203, 212), quae antiquior est narratio.’ hanc autem fabulam 
temporibus iam antiquis turbatam esse grammatici in schol. Hes. 
Opp. 568 veteres docent, ubi quaeritur utrum illo Havdkovis yercdav 
Prognen an Philomelam significetur. sed Ps.-Apollod. (3. 14. 8), 
sicut noster, fabulam refert vetustiorem. 


1 cf. Z. M. 149. 20; Bekk. An. 1. 202. 

3 vid. supra, p. 139; schol. Vesp. 544, Pac. 145. 

8 cf. Stein, p. iv. adde schol. Soph. O. C. 1047; Suid. Mapaédds. 

* Ross. Av. Dem. 124; Steph. B. s.v.; Harpocr. et Suid. s. Kpueds. 
5 5. Topyéves TiOpdora et TlOpacos. 

® cf. Eustath., p. 1875; Eudoc. i, p. 326. 

7 ita Sophocles in Tereo (schol. Av. 100). 
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VI.— DE HEROIBUS NONNULLIS. 
"AXtrdAEUs. 


de Homeri Achille licet nihil narratum apud nostrum sit, fabulae 
a poetis post Homerum tractatae interdum memorantur (ax. 911, 
963, ub. 922). 

Thetidem eum immortalem facturam cohibuisse Pelea tradit 
scholiasta Vub. 1068: daciv ore rods yevonévous waidas éx rod IyAéws 
4 @éris AapBdvovoa wepréxase TO Ovyrov airav capa, BovrAopevy airois 
dOaydrovs woely’ Kai woddots exavoe. xai tov "AytAAda oty rexovoa 
éreOnxey eis TO wip. Kai yvors & IInActs éBonoey. % S8 Auvw7beica 
éxwpicGy. his non convenit noster cum schol. Ap. Rh. (4. 816), qui 
pueros in aquam calidam dicit eam mersisse, atque id quidem non 
ut immortales eos faceret, sed ut cognosceret num immortales essent. 
sed noster ut opinor et schol. /7. 16. 37 ex eodem fonte hauserunt. 
hic autem addit: 4 icropia zapa Avxodpon.' cum utroque denique 
conspirat Ps.-Apollod. (3. 13. 6), qui tamen adicit Thetidem ambrosia 
interdiu unxisse filium. 


II nAevs. 


de Peleo exstat in Vud. 1063 scholium notabile iam a viris doctis 
tractatum, quod ut magis perspicue dissererem, in duas partes 
litteris A et B signatas divisi. 

A.—haec sunt in Rav. Ven. aliisque codicibus servata (Iy\es 
Doaxov... éx{yrycas Sidwow air@), quae ad verbum paucis tantum 
levioribus omissis e Ps.-Apollod. 3. 13. 1-3 exscripta sunt. Phocum 
a Peleo et Telamone interfectum primus, ut e schol. Eur. Andr. 687 
apparet, narravit scriptor A/emeonidis. Acasti uxor appellatur 
Astydamia, cum Pindarus Hippolyten, scholiasta Ap. Rh. Crethida 
eam vocet.? 


1 cave tamen putes Tzetzam haec scripsisse. vid. eum ad Lyc. 178. 
2 Pind. Mem. 5. 26; schol. Ap. Rh. 1.224: hic autem male intellexit Pindarum ; 
cf. schol. ad loc. Suid. s. ’AraX\dern hanc uxorem memorat Acasti. 
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B.— haec sunt deinde quae codices tantum inferiores exhibent 
(ore dgnxey... épuye rov xivdvvoy). in hac quidem parte plurimum 
valuisse videmus Pindarum: id quod non ex illa Hippolytae men- 
tione solum apparet, sed etiam Vulcani. cf. Vem. 4.59. sed Didymi 
etiam manum deprehendimus in proverbiis IyAéws pdyapa’ et péya 
dpovel.? quin etiam Zenobius suorum originem a Didymi commen- 
tarilis Pindaricis indicat his verbis: péuvyra: ravrys —hoc est, ris 
paxaipas —'Avaxpéwy xai Ilivdapos év Nepeovxais: gact 5¢ abryy tro 
‘Hoaiorov yevopéevyy Sapov yA cwdhpooivys evexa rapa Gedy So6pvat, 
xr. hanc igitur scholii partem, quam B littera notavi, e commentariis 
maioribus in Pindarum a Didymo compositis huc credo illatam,’ 
illam autem nota A indicatam a Symmacho vel ab alio quodam qui 
post aetatem ubi Apollodori liber compositus sit floruerit confectam 
esse. 


Alas o TedXapavos. 


aliis quidem poematibus cyclicis quae vocantur atque Iliade 
Minore quae fertur Leschae raro usus est scholiasta (Zys. 155), 
quippe qui tragicos semper proximos ante oculos haberet. fabulam 
jucundam de certamine super Achillis cadavere a Graecis Troianis- 
que facto e Leschae poemate narravit (Z¢. 1056), ubi in eo a schol. 
Od. 5. 310* discrepat quod non Aiacem, sed Ulixem pugnasse dicit 
Troianos a corpore avertentem, illum autem corpus devexisse hoc 
defendente. 


Alas o ’OiXéas. 


de Aiace Oilei filio fabulam attulit Sophoclis (Frag. 10 N) 
scholiasta Av. 933, qui tamen nihil ad rem amplius contulit quam 
quod e Pausania in Phocicis® iam cognitum est. 





1 Suid. Hes. Phot. s.v.; Eust. rror. 63. 
3 Suid. s.v.; Zenob. 5. 20. 

8 cf. Sittl. Gr. Let. iii. 472, adn. 2. 

* cf. Quint. Smyrn. 3. 217. 

§ 10. 27. 2; cf. Welck. Zp. Cycl. 2. 246, 
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"AOauas. 


item ex eiusdem Athamante sumpta sunt quae adscripta ad Wud. 
257 invenimus.! neque vero ulla est mentio seminum tostorum 
quibus Ino sterilitatem terrae fraudulente effecit, id quod nostrum 
ab auctore Ps.-Apollodori (1. 9. 1) et Diodori (4. 47) communi 
prorsus separat. neque cum Apollodoro ipso, quem ante oculos 
habuisse videtur Tzetza in Lyc. 175 convenit noster, quod hic in 
Colchidem pervenientem Phrixum Mercurio aut Marti dicit arietem 
immolasse, ille autem Pugin Aci. 

videndum hoc quoque est, ne Sophoclis quidem fabulam cogno- 
visse Ravennatis*? scholiastam, qui nihil de Athamante poenas ob 
Phrixi et Helles interitum daturo audisset ; nam Strepsiadem censet 
propter inscitiam exclamare ofno. Ywxpares, worep pe Tov "AOdpav6’ 
Grows py Oicere, de quo, ws dypocxos, inquit, "A@ayavra dev dvi 
Ppi~ov. . . . dyvomv ras icropias: ob yap 'AOapas érvOy, ddr’ 6 Ppigos. 
sed rectius, ut iam indicavi, scholium in aliis codicibus sic inter- 
pretatur: évy ‘A@duavre odorous twrdxara: "APduas crepavnpopav 
worep iepeiov, Sixas elomparropevos rept Ppvéov. 

ex Euripide item fabula Inus Phrixique cognita est (schol. Vesp. 
1413, 1414, Ran. 1082°), sicut Palamedis (Zhesm. 771). ex eodem 
porro desumpta quae narrantur de incestu Macarei et Canaces in 
scholio ad Vd. 1371. cf. schol. Ran. 849, quod ad Alexandrinos 
iam rettuli.‘ notabilis est etiam scriptura nominis Kavayy, quam 
alibi nisi apud schol. Plat. Zegg. 838 C non inveni. nam Kavaky vel 
Kavdaxy ab eis scribitur qui Ps.-Apollodorum (1. 7. 3) Diodorumque 
(5. 61) ediderunt. itaque hi auctores diversos, ut videtur, fontes 
adierunt. 

pauca de Medea et Iasone adferuntur. verbis singulis hic illic 
mutatis dum repetit Argumentum Eur. AMedeae (£g. 1321) scholiasta, 
eam narrat redintegrasse et refecisse Aeschylo auctore Bacchi 
nutrices, Aesonem secundum scriptorem /Vostorum, Iasonem quoque 


1 exscripta etiam a Zenob. 4. 38, Apostol. rr. 58. 

2 Martin, p. 34. 

8 Welck. Gr. Trag. i. 317. vid. Athen. 13, p. 560 D. 
¢ supra, p. 142. 
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testibus Pherecyde (Frag. 74) et Simonide (Frag. 204). tum eam 
per Thessaliam una cum Iasone fugientem dicit herbas dispersisse, 
unde Thessaliam propter venena ac sagas in mala fama fuisse 
(ub. 749); quam fabulam a Diodoro praetermissam' et a Lucano 
ignoratam? apud Aristidem® rhetorem solum repperi. postremo haec 
dicitur filium ex Aegeo peperisse Medum (ac. 289), contra Hesiodum 
(Zheog. 1001), qui Medeae atque Iasonis fillum Medeum memorat. 
hac quidem re non cum Ps.-Apollodoro (1. 9. 28) solum convenit 
noster, veram etiam cum Eustathio in Dionys. P. 1017, ut auctorem 
omnium non liceat discernere. 


Oiveds. 


ac de Euripide, non de rerum scriptoribus fabularium ea pendent 
quae de Oeneo breviter dicuntur ch. 418.  differt enim Ps.- 
Apollodorus (1. 8. 3) ab Euripide, quod ille scriptorem A/cmeoniadis 
Pherecydemque secutus praecipue, causis primo propter quas Oeneus 
in exsilium relegatus sit alienis adlatis, dicit porro Diomedem Agrii 
filiis interfectis non Oeneo quidem regnum reddidisse, id quod finxit 
Euripides, sed eius genero Andraemoni; ipsum autem in Pelopon- 
nesum deduxisse. rursus autem de Meleagro Oenei filio narratio 
codd. inferioribus servata (Aan. 1238) ex Apollodoro (1. 8. 2) deri- 
vata est: ita tamen ut proxime ex ampliore scholio, a Zenobio (5. 33) 
exscripto, defluxerit. 

inepte quidem fabulam Atalantae, quae Melanioni proco usque 
recusasse nuptias fertur, tangit schol. Zys. 785 : yarore (‘fortasse’)‘ 
mapa tiv loropiay epyxev. ov yap MeAaviwy dpevye paddAov (h.e. 
conubium reiciebat), ddd’ 9 "AraAdvrn. sed poeta de Atalanta non 
cogitabat. nimis doctus igitur est Didymus, qui porro formam 
epicam MeAaviwy versui Aristophanis non convenientem exhibet 
pro illo MeAaviwv.® 


1 Diod. 4. 55- 

2 Lucan. de Bell. Civ. 6. 438. 

$i, p. 76, Dind. 

* hoc verbum est Didymi; M. Schmidt, p. 212. 

6 Ps.-Apollod. 3. 9. 2. vid. Dind. ad schol. Eur. Phoen. 150. 
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TnAedos. 


mirum id sane est, quod quamvis comicus persaepe Telephi 
Euripidei dolores ludibrio habuerit, in scholiis tamen de illo Mysorum 
rege vix quidquam prolatum. quae legimus ad Raz. 842 (cf. Acusr 
laum ap. schol. Od. 11. 520) in codd. inferioribus, ea e Tzetza (in 
Lyc. 211) in brevius redacta. ille autem schol. //. 1. 59 (cf. schol. 
Pind. O. 9. 107) videtur expilasse. 

neque plura de aliis fabulis post Homerum relatis contulit noster. 
nequam plane est scholium recens Vd. 622, quod non Sarpedona 
solum verum etiam Memnona Iovis filium memoraverit. Tithonum 
in cicadam versum tradit schol. 4ch. 688, cuius fabulae auctor unus 
erat Clearchus év r@ repi Biwv.? 


ab ipso Homero reliqua pendentia quae nondum commemoravi 
haec sunt. 

fideliter poetam secutus nonnulla de Ulixe narrat Vesp~. 179 et 
Plut, 312. Lamum quoque poeta iterum auctore (Od. 10. 85)? 
urbem Laestrygonum memorat, fac. 758; sed eorum insulam, 
quoniam poeta statim post illos Circen commemoravit (Od. 10. 135 
seqq.) haec incoluisse false dicitur P/ut. 303, in scholio recentiore. 
recte tradit comites Ulixis omnes in porcos versos esse, cum 
Apollodorus,® locis Homeri Od. 10. 212 et 238 confusis, eos non 
porcos solum, sed etiam lupos asinos leones dicat factos esse. 

praeterea hoc loco licet animadvertere, de amoribus Cyclopis et 
Galataeae, a poetis recentioribus narratis, Philoxenum dithyrambicum 
laudatum esse a scholiasta P/ut. 290.* 


Kaorwp. Torvdevens. 


Ut Athenis usitato more Ceres Liberaque vel maxime ri bed 
(schol. Pac. 214), simillime etiam Castor et Pollux di Lacedaemoni 
patrii (schol. idid.) rw ocd praecipue vocabantur. 


1 Zenob. 6. 18. 

3 cf. Hesych. s. Adpos. 

8 vid. Frag. Sabbatt. Mus. Rhen. xivi. 161. 
4 Suid. Operravedd. Bergk. PLG. iii. 609. 
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Aptissimum ad perspiciendum quatenus noster horum scientiam 
heroum consecutus sit scholium est dv. 695: tmpvema (h.e. ova 
urina) xadetra: ra Sixa ovvovoias cai pifews: Kai rovro 6 ody ws éruxev 
air@ mpooéppirrat, GAA’ dd ioropias THs Kara rovs Atooxovpous. act 
yap ¢€ pod avrods yeyovéva. Kai (waparypyréov scilicet) ore oiybes 
atrots (lege "Arrixois) paAXAov dveusatov A€yav. verba poetae, id quod 
supra monui,' male intellexit scholiasta cum cogitaret de ovo quod 
Leda Iovis semine gravida peperit. hic enim non solum Hesiodum 
Pindarumque, verum etiam Cypriorum poetam ignorare videtur,? 
quorum auctor® solam Helenam, de qua, apud Euripidem saepius 
commemoratam,* noster silet, ex ovo partam esse tradiderat. qua 
re paret narrationem de Castoribus quoque ex illo ovo ortis longo 
post tempore fictam esse, ut quidem adfirmat scholiasta Od. 11. 298, 
quod ferme repetit Tzetza Lyc. 88. recentioris igitur grammatici 
Alexandrini nostrum scholium est, qui, ut Didymus, id floruerit 
temporis cum illa fabula a poetis maxime Romanis pervulgata esset.® 

de fratribus Lynceo Idaque quibuscum Castores_ certaverunt 
scholium exstat bene instructum Plut. 210:° d€vrepov rot Avyxéws: 
tov ddeAgod “Ida, ws 5° abrds év Aavator dyoiv, vids Alytrrov. épotpev 
5° exet ra wept airod: érel Sox wap ioropiav Aéyev. tocodrov Se 
dfvwrécraros Av ws xat &' eAdrys ety Kdoropa SorAopovjcavra tov 
dSeAGdv, ds pyoe vdapos (Vem. 10.115). haec Didymi commentariis 
rursus’ Pindaricis extracta esse perspicitur, nam is lectores saepius 
aliam in partem scholiorum ut supra (€potpev... atrov) solebat 
referre.® poetae quidem, qui Lyncea dixerat filium esse Aegypti, 
discrepantia in eo consistere videtur quod illi Lynceo, qui oculorum 
acumine omnes antecedebat, non Aegyptus, sed Aphareus pater fuit.° 
quod cum aperte expositum esse in alio Veneti scholio ad hunc 


1p. 85. Luc. de sacrif. 6 rectius utitur verbo cum Vulcanum per iocum dicit 
bxnvéuor, Hes. Theog. 927-928 recordatus. 

2 schol. Pind. Vem. 10. 150; Clem. Al. Protr., p. 26, Potter. 

3 cf. Athen. 8. 334 ¢. 

4 Hel. 17, 21 et saepe, /..4. 794, Or. 1387 et schol. 

6 Hor. S. 2. 1. 26, 4. P. 147; Ov. M. 6. 538. 

6 cf. Suid. Avyxeds, Avyxéws é&drepov, Palaeph. ro. 

7 supra, p. 146. 

8 Boeckh. Pind. praef., p. xvii. 

* cf. Bergler ap. Blaydes. Frag. 259 Danaidum. 
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locum videamus, hoc potest e commentariis Danaidum sumptum 
esse. 

nunc in cod. Rav. (sicut in Ven.) Lynceus dicitur Castorem 
potuisse videre fratri suo insidiantem atque hunc interficientem. 
manifesto igitur patet in loco Pindari adlato nostrum quidem 
legisse ypevov de uno solo fratre dictum, non }pévos (qpévovs Boeckh). 
at illud yuevoy secundum Mommsenium lectio fuit Didymi, si quidem 
recte intellexit vir summus scholium de quo iam multi disputarunt.' 
confer sis cum nostro Didymi verba in parte illius scholii Pindarici 
integra servata: dudorépwy tro ty Spvi Aaxwdvrwv, rod re Kadoropos 
xai rov TloAvdevxous, povov 6 Avyxeis rov Kaoropa ele.’ 

notabile vero mihi quidem videtur scholium Plut. 845 recentius 
quod cum Herculem mysteriis Cereris initiatum tradit continuo 
addit: orep 8 mpés “HpaxAéa, rovro xal mpds Atooxovpous émoinaav. 
eodem enim modo et Herculem et Dioscuros commemorat Xenophon,’ 
quorum etiam coniunctim iterum fecit mentionem Plutarchus,‘ qui 
autem a Xenophonte differt, quod eos antea in civitatem adoptari et 
recipi coactos esse dicit:° quod vero iam supra ad Istrum referre 
conatus sum.® causas vero a Plutarcho adlatas cur Castores digni 
habiti sint qui initiarentur, videlicet quod beneficia Atticis multa 
contulissent eosque servassent, easdem de Hercule, ut supra vidimus, 
noster memoravit. 

iam e verbis Plutarchi (Z%es. 33) apparet Athenienses quoque 
heroas Castorem et Pollucem, quos “Avaxas vocabant, religiose 
coluisse. nunc de his geniis, qui domuum defensores quoque habe- 
bantur,’ quaerendum est (quoniam Vesta foco praefecta, Mercurius 
rpopatos atque Apollo “Ayuevs foribus, Iuppiter autem ‘Epxeios 
parietibus), quae domicilii pars in eorum fuerit tutela. huc 
autem pertinere puto scholium (/Vud. 1006), ubi Castores dicuntur 


1 vide sententias virorum doctorum valde diversas ab Abelio conlatas, pp. 314- 
323. 

3 atque e nostro apparet M. Schmidtium pro ele perperam coniecisse dvefie. 

8 Hell. 6. 3. 6; cf. Aristid. i., p. 607, Dind. 

4 Thes. 33. 

§ pari ratione Anacharsis primum civis factus tum demum a Solone initiatus 
est. Theoxen. ap. Luc. Scyth. 8; cf. Jul. ov. 7. 288 B. 

§ p. 139. 

7 vid. Deneken ap. Rosch. s. Heros, p. 2516. 
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harundinibus coronati esse: fv 8 rev Aocxovpey ov oredavovcba 
xaXcyup. propriae sane eorum harundines praecipue erant, quippe 
quae in ripis Eurotae fluminis Lacedaemonii florebant.’ sed non- 
nullis in locis casae stramentis tegebantur,? neque absurdum est 
Athenis quoque, ubi domicilia privata sordida atque ignobilia fuisse 
notum est,? tecta putare nonnunquam more pristino strata esse 
calamis. ego idcirco conligo Castores antiquitus tectorum praesides 
habitos. quae si recte exposui, utilia vero sunt ad titulum Atticum 
inlustrandum admodum obscurum, qui est: “Iepéws "Avdxwy xai ypwos 
éxureyiov.* quae inscriptio adhuc ideo inexplicabilis quia nemo, ni 
fallor, Castorem et Pollucem vidit fuisse tecti potissimum defensores.’ 


*AcKkAnTLs. 


fabula de Aesculapio a scholiasta nulla narrata est: ad cultum 
nonnulla pertinentia P/uti potissimum scholia, quod exspectandum 
erat, servant. quoniam vero templa dei in Piraeo et Aegina sita 
(schol. Plut. 621, Vesp. 123) memoravit, mirum quidem videtur 
quod omnino nihil de illo Epidauri celeberrimo delubro dicitur. 
locus autem est (P/ut. 690) quo angues Aesculapi sacri commemo- 
rantur, ex Alexandrinis, ut M. Schmidtius vidit,® ductus : pépmyrar Se 
atrod (anguis) xai Anpooferys. Ven.: xait Avxotpyos év r@ xara 
Anpdbov Adyos. ore St 7d rovodrov eldos xai év ry ‘AAcfavdpeig. haec 
in Ven. addita haud integra videntur esse servata, cum Harpocration’ 
hanc in Demadem orationem tradat scripsisse non Lycurgum, sed 
Hyperidem.’ atque tanto magis in suspicione versatur id quod in 
Ven. accedit, quia etiam infra post illa ré 88 rootrov dos eipioxeras 
év rots lepois, adiecit ille codex rot Acowwood, quod prorsus ineptum 
est. Aesculapi coronae commemorantur Plut. 686: oredhaynddpos 


1 cf, Eur. J. 7: 399. 

2 cf. Herod. 5. 101. 

8 vid. Dicaearch., p. 8, Fuhr. 

4 C/A. iii. 290. 

5 vid. Rosch., p. 2516; cf. P. Gardner, New Chapters, p. 352, fin. 

* p. 299. 

7 Harp. (= Suid. Phot.) s. wapeta: Specs. 

§ Lycurgi tamen orationem xara Anuddov memorat etiam Suid. s. Avxofpyos. 
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yap & "AoxAnmis de orevalwy. tyelas yap torw epopos. ceterum 
verbum crevd{wv certe corruptum est. licet e codd. inferioribus ad 
685 corrigere hoc modo: dei orepdvovs éxwv. cum vero coronae non 
modo in eius honorem gratiarumque causa reddendarum vovebantur, 
sed etiam propterea quod hilaritatem' et sanitatem significabant, 
recte sane deinde pergit illis: tyetas ydp éoriv eopos. 

ortum Aesculapi ex Apolline et Arsinoe vel Coronide nusquam 
memorat noster; memorat tamen eius liberos, cum Podalirium 
Machaonemque, quos etiam Homerus noverat, tum ceteros in 
cultum Atticum receptos, Iaso, Panaceam, Hygieam, quorum nomi- 
nibus medicina salusque per quandam significationem indicabantur, 
ut recte dixit schol. Plut. 639, cf. 7o1. In cod. Rav. Iaso sine ulla 
exceptione dicitur esse Aesculapii filia. atqui in Ven. (cf. Hesych. 
"Iaow) et Amphiarai filia nuncupatur, auctore ipso poeta (Frag. 35, 
Blaydes.). tamen ex ipso scholiasta Hesychioque apparet eam haud 
usitato more filiam huius acceptam esse, ut valde probabile sit 
scholiastam versum poetae quem laudat secus intellexisse.? Pausa- 
nias saltem (1. 34.2), dum Amphiarai templum Oropium describit, 
Panaceam Iaso Hygieam filias eius esse non dicit, sed habuisse 
statuas prope eius aram sicut Venerem et Minervam Paeoniam. 

praeter illos quinque liberos nominantur etiam Aegle,® Ianiscus, 
qui originem ex Attica duxisse videtur,‘ Alexenor, qui Titanae 
potissimum in urbe Secyonia colebatur.’ 

scholiasta autem quamquam adeo cum ceteris auctoribus convenit 
ut nomina Aesculapi liberorum prope eadem tradat,® de uxore tamen 
auctorem unicum Hermippum’ ab aliis dissidentem laudat, qui ipse 
certe suo marte Lampetiam Solis filiam illius uxorem finxit. sed 
Epione a plerisque® eius fertur consors, quod nomen in religione dei 
arbitror esse usitatissimum, quia ipsius appellationi antiquissimae, 


1 nam laurea, non myrtea coronabatur; Fest. s. in insula. 

2 versum e tragoedia aliqua excerptum vidit Bakhuysen. 

8 Aristid. i., p. 79, Dind.; Suid. s. "Hwiben; E.M. 434. 15. 

* Paus. 2. 6. 3. § ib. 2. 23. 4. 

6 omissis sane Aceso a Suid. ’Haidyn, Telesphoro a Paus. 2.11.7 commemoratis. 

1 Frag. 73, i. 247 K. 

8 Suid. s.v.; Z. Mf. 434. 15; schol. 77. 4. 195; schol. Aristid. l.c.; Paus. 2. 29. 1. 
Paus. tamen et schol. //. alia cognoverant nomina, ut docent illa card rivas et dacir. 
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quae fuit “Hmos! quodam modo respondet. sed poetae, ut solent, 
prorsus illius familiae nomina fabulasque libera manu conturbarunt.? 


Tpodwvios. 


Trophonius heros fuit ingenio Aesculapii simillimus, de cuius 
oraculo ab aegrotis consulto scholium extat notabile Vud. 508 
maxima cum cura studioque a viris eruditis iam tractatum.® in cod. 
Rav. traditur fuisse oraculum Lebadiae in Boeotia KaraBdotov voca- 
tum, in recessu quodam cavoque admodum angusto situm, quo illi 
per aliquot dies lustrati sacrisque amicti vestimentis irent, cum libis 
mellitis quibus angues placarent: ovrw xadi{ovow éxi rd ordptov Kai 
aidvidiov dpmdfovrar* xat xaradvovow* oad THs ys, krA. sed numina 
Trophonii atque Iovis KaraBdrov* coniungenda esse monet etiam 
illud KaraBao.oy quod modo memoravi. huius autem Iovis Atticum 
saltem cultum cognovisse vidimus Apollodorum, Strabonis in libris 
viii-x auctorem. hinc ipso Strabone (g. p. 414) conlato, qui eadem 
de re sic disputat: AeBddeaa 8’ éoriv Grov Ads Tpodwvriov paryrdiov 
(pura, xdoparos trovopov xardBaaoryv éxov, xaraBaiver 5° avrés 6 
xpnornpia{opevos, non possum equidem quin scholium Ravennatis 
inter Apollodorea reponam. 

agitur autem hic praecipue de fabula quam Charax éy rq 8’ de 
Trophonio atque Agamede narravit apud scholiastam (cod. Ven): 
regem Stymphalium Agamedem uxorem duxisse Epicastam ; huius 
fuisse filium spurium Trophonium;’ artifices callidissimos templum 
Apollinis Delphici vetustissimum aedificavisse ;° atque Augeae cum 


1E.M. 434. 15. 

2 cf. schol. 77. 4. 195 (Hes. Frag. 113, Rzach). 

8 Mill. Orch. i. 88; Buttm. Myth. 2. 227; Welck. Ep. Cycl. 2. 304. 

4 ego scripsi. R. dpwdtover, Suid. jprdgorro. 

6 R. (vid. Martin.); Suid. xaré3vov, xaradévovery alii. 

6 cf. supra, p.124. Prellerus® ii. 478, 479, Mercurio xara:Sdry Trophonium 
adsimulat; sed Iovem xara:Sdrny plane hic praetermittit. pueros in Trophonii 
cultu servitores ‘Epuas nominat Paus. 9. 39. 4. 

74s wats » T. oxércos, verbum alias quidem prorsa oratione vix scriptum, 
quo indicio fontem videas Characis 7é/egoniam quam scripsit Eugammo epicus. 

8h. Hom. in Apoll. 118 (296). 
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aerarium exstruxissent lapidem reliquisse mobilem, quo noctu in- 
euntes furto pecuniam regi subriperent una cum Cercyone Agamedis 
et Epicastae filio legitimo; quod cum animadvertisset, fures tamen 
reprehendere non posset, Augeam vehementer animo perturbatum 
Daedalum e Creta Minoem fugientem atque in Elidem profectum in 
auxilium ut illos deprenderet vocasse ; a quo plagis in aerario positis 
incidisse Agamedem, cui, ne reus cognosceretur, caput abscidisse 
Trophonium atque fuga in Boeotiam profectum fecisse sibi aedes 
subterraneas, 

miram quam habet haec fabula similitudinem illius historiae ab 
Herodoto! de Rhampsinito Aegyptiorum rege traditae iam satis 
notatam me non oportet demonstrare. iam vero in Eugammonis 
Telegonia censet Welckerus? narratum esse de aerario Augeae, de 
furto Agamedis eiusque filiarum, de Daedali dolo, de capite amputato. 
certum est rectius iudicasse Buttmannum,’ qui hanc perantiquam 
putabat fabellam ex Oriente una ex parte in Aegyptum, altera autem 
in Graeciam seorsum pervulgatam esse, quam Valckenarium, qui 
Herodotum historiam in Graecos omnium primum intulisse credebat. 
sed neque Herodotus neque Charax auctor est unicus: nam quo 
modo fabulae populares vagentur et alii docuerunt atque vir his 
quidem rebus versutissimus Andreas Lang.‘ neque scilicet quisquam 
hodie ultro dicat religionem Trophonii ex Aegypto translatam esse. 
immo ipse Charax de fabula Aegyptia nihil suspicari videtur, qui, si 
eam novisset, haud dubie utpote homo rebus Aegyptiis instructus — 
id quod de Cecrope quaerentes supra vidimus*’— Herodotum vel 
alium quemvis rerum Aegyptiarum studiosum secutus illam de 
Rhampsinito, non de Trophonio, narrasset. 

quidam, ut in cod. Ven. deinde fertur, Trophonium Cercyonemque 
dixerant esse filios Epicastae atque Apollinis, qui etiam Aesculapii 
pater fuit, id quod in Ze/egonia sane narrari potuisset ; alii autem Iovis 


12, 121; cf. Diod. 1. 62. 

2 Ep. Cyel. ii. 306. 

8 Myth. ii. 228. 

4 Custom and Myth, Introd. [sed maxime conferenda quae de hac fabula com- 
posuit L. H. Elwell in 4 Zale of Thievery, Amherst, 1890, et in Proceedings of the 
Amer. Philol. Assoc. 1890, p. xxv. — F. D. A.] 

8 p. 143 
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et Iocastae, quod veri simile est, ut opinor, apud Thebanos pervol- 
gatum et in Ocdifodia repetitum esse; alii quoque, eum secuti qui 
carmen in Apollinem Homericum! contexit, Trophonium fecerunt 
Ergini filium. atque in Ven. legimus illi e Stymphalo Lebadiam 
fugienti terram dehiscere, quod de Amphiarao quoque fertur.? cum 
Veneti narratione aliis quidem rebus convenit Pausanias® atque in 
eo, quod eos qui sortes apud deum poscerent ex antro dicit emissos 
esse eodem ore quo intrassent: woAAol pe, inquit, avOnpepov dverép- 
POncay d avrov rod cropiov (lege da rov avbrov cropxiov), cum codices 
inferiores sic tradant: &' dAAov oroparos dvappurrotvra. 

in proverbium venerat illud és Tpodwviov peydvrevra de eis dictum 
qui numquam ridebant: 6 Se elowy éxeioe Aourov ovdnére eyéra Sa rHv 
Tov ew exrArAnkiv. cOev xat wapopia emi ray dyeAdorwy Kai ovve- 
dpvwopevor, és Tpodwviov peudvrevra. scholium hoc in recentioribus 
codicibus exstans inter Didymi proverbia reponengum est, quia et 
apud paroemiographos et apud Athenaeum similia exponuntur.* 


VII.—DE HECATE CULTUQUE MORTUORUM. 


ob studium quod nuper a viris doctis ad res obscuriores caerimo- 
niasque abditiores intellegendas quae ad religionem ac superstitiones 
Graecorum pertinent maxima cum voluntate atque optimo eventu 
applicatum est, magni sane refert eorum habere rationem quae de 
Hecate scholiasta profert. parum enim adhuc est quaesitum de 
sacris tristibus et arcanis quae ad deos inferos maiores, ut Cererem 
Proserpinam Ditem Iacchum, atque heroas manesque piandos sedule 
fiebant; quibus praeterea religionem Graecorum elucet non tam 
hilarem fuisse neque sacra semper tam laetis ritibus celebrata esse 
quam vulgo creditum est. quod ut demonstrem pauca habeo quae 
dicam, dum omnia quae noster contulit congero. 

dea igitur Hecate cum nusquam appellata sit apud nostrum 
rp.odtres, tamen praeses triviorum et viarum nota est: ad eius statuas 


ly. 119 (297). 

2 Pind. O. 6. 14, WV. 9. 24, ro. 8. 

* 9. 39. 5- 

4 Diogenian. 1.8; Athen. 14. 614 A. 
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in triviis positas dedicabant divites cibum nova luna’ quem comede- 
bant pauperes (schol. P/ut. 594). statuis vero his ubique positis, 
omnia respicit et tuetur, Vesp. 804: “Exdraov: iepov ‘Exdrys, ws tov 
"A@nvaiwy ravraxot Wpvopévwy abriy ws ipopoy rayrwv Kai Kouporpodov. 
‘Exdrasov oty “Exdrys dyaAuo, 1d “Exarjovov Acyduevov. Ty tpocwpdia 
KadXiorparos ws émvixiov. dv riot yap evpyrat “Exareioy (an “Exaraiov?). 
at cur tandem ea coniunctim et éopos rdvyrwv et xovporpdédos Memo- 
ratur? quorum nominum hoc pariter de Cerere Vestaque, illud de 
Mercurio atque Apolline Agyieo dici solebat. mihi quidem hoc 
persuasum, xovporpédoy* eam appellatam esse ut quae pueros in viis 
praecipue ludentes tueatur ; praeterea si non supervacaneum quidem 
esse videtur munera officiaque dearum Cereris Vestae Hecates, quae 
omnes aliquando xovporpédo: appellabantur, discernere ac definire, 
haec arbitror statuere licere: Cererem sicut Tellurem in universum 
dictam esse xovpospédpoy, quae omnibus hominibus et maxime pueris 
vitam suppeditaret; Vestam autem inde hoc nomine nuncupatam, 
quod ad focum huic numini sanctum pueris nomen rite daretur ; 
denique Hecaten ita esse appellatam, cum pueros semper ante 
oculos haberet et defenderet. 

Didymi certe est explanatio qua éxdrasa esse dicuntur Hecates 
effigies, quam etiam habet Hesychius.* etenim Callistratus de 
accentu tantum verbi adfertur. ea autem non modo imagines, sed 
etiam ritus quosdam quibus Hecate et manes interfuerunt significare 
videntur (az. 366),* cum illud poetae ray éxaraiwy in Rav. et Ven. 
sic exponitur: ray ris ‘Exarys pvorypiwv. quae autem ad haec sacra 
attinent ea esse arbitror Apollodorea, cum iam Steinius® omnia 
monuit de Curetibus et Corybantibus quae servavit scholiasta ex 
illo translata esse. itaque in hoc scholiorum genus revocandum est 
schol, Pac. 277 ubi cum Corybantium tum Hecates commemorantur 
sacra in Samothracia celebrata. totum ferme scholium adfero: ° 


1 cur in triviis colatur Hecate sic in Ven. explicatur: 3a 1d adriy Ledfvny cal 
*Apreuwy xat ‘Exdrny xadeto Oat. 

2 Hes. Theog. 450, 452; similia de Artemide profert Diod. 5, 73. 

8s. éxdraa. 

# Suid. s. carari\g; cf. Bekk. An. 1. 247: éxaraia (ita) rd rp ‘Exdry Ovbpera, 
dwep dori rdy vexpiv évaylouara. h yap ‘Exdry éxl ry rig TOv vexpdr Fy. 

5 p. xvi. 6 cf. Suid. Zauodpd«n, *ANN’ ef ris. 


158 C. B. Gulick. 


dv Yapodpany Hoav rererai tives ds eddxouy rerAciofa rpds dActiappaxd 
Twa kivowvwy. dy O& r7 ZanoOpany ta tov KopuBayruv Fv pvorypia Kal 
Ta tTHS Exdrys. at diaBeyrov fv 7d ZiypwOov dvrpov, éva rHv “Exdryv 
dpyidLeav éAdyero, cai reAeras fryov airy tiwas Kai xivas dOvov... dv 
xwvduvots S& yevopevos erexadotvro rots Saipovas ols eddxovy peuvjcbau 
émipavavas xai ddefqou. hoc scholio accuratius investigato haec 
statuere possumus: sacra haec in specu tenebricoso abscondita 
atque in Hecates honorem celebrata ad manes piandos animasque 
eliciendas destinabantur, ut responsis datis auxilium ferrent contra 
hostes aliaque pericula. nam de tali subventu ac specie dicitur 
proprie illud éxepavyvu in arte sagarum. qui autem hanc ex inferis 
opem impetrare vellent eis primo opus erat purgari, quod canibus 
immolatis efficiebatur, ut testatur noster una cum Plutarcho,! item 
imprecationibus, si quidem recte legimus apud Suidam s. ‘Exdry: 
of piv thy “Apreuy, ot S& ryv ceAnvyy, dy pacpactw exroras pavopevyy 
Tois Katapwpévors. praeter canes autem alias quoque insolitas victimas 
his caerimoniis superstitiosi videntur immolasse: ipse enim poeta 
Av. 1556 dicit: @&a xai Ieicavdpos 7AGe Sedpevos Yuyny ideiy 7 avr" 
éxeivov mpovAuTe, odaye dywv KdyyAov duvoy ru’, ubi scholiasta, as emi 
rav dyaxaAoupévwy ras yuxas é (Rav. év), “Acdov, explicat. nonnun- 
quam etiam species dirae larvaeque visae sunt non vocatae, quas 
irata ex Orco inter cultores metu percussos Hecate emittebat,*? quod 
eam profecto media nocte saepissime fecisse et alii docent et Suid. 
6. TavporcAa: rovs woAXo’s yap Tov pavopévwy éx ceAnvys voody trori- 
Gevras &d 7d ray vucrepivav SeowdLev dayracpudaruy. 

nec tamen noctu solum monstra ab Hecate missa apparebant, 
verum etiam meridie; cf. schol. Raz. 293 :*“Epmrovea roivw: ddvracpa 
Sa:ponddes tard ‘Exdrys érireprdpevov.* xai of nev pac airny povoroda 
elvat, xai érvuporoyotow olovei évizroda (Oa rd évi rodi KexppoGar): of 88 


1 De Js. et Osir. 71, Qu. Rom. 68. 

2 schol. Vat. Theocr. 2. 12: 87: rp ‘Exdry oxtdaxas wpocffyor els Ovolay, a» ds 
dacparwoy Sedolxaci. 

8 Suid. s. "Eurovea, quem integrum intulerat Aldus, Hesych. s.v. adde Lex. 
Rhet., Bekk. An. i. 249, 27; Zonar. s.v. p. 701; Eust. in Dionys. P.'723, qui a 
Cratete Mallota omnes e schol. Ran. 294 pendere videntur. 

4 hanc a Suida servatam lectionem (contra Rav., Zonar., Lex. Rhet. reuwbpuevor) 
firmat schol. Ap. Rh. 3. 861. 
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ore éfmAAdrrero thy popdyy. Sox St wai rats peonpBpiats ayra- 
{erGa, dray rots xarorxyopevos évayifworv. enor 8 riv airy ry ‘Exdry, 
ws "Apioropavys év rots Tayyuorats (Frag. 14,15), xrA. nihil sane 
intersit utrum Empusam eandem atque Hecatem an aliam putemus 
esse. omnia enim ab hac inmissa Hecataea appellata esse testatur 
schol. Ap. Rh. 3. 861: éwrdxs 8€ pyar xat rHv ‘Exdryy érixarAéoacGat. 
Soxoto. yap at dappaxides Hv ‘Exdrnv éwdyerOa... A€yerar S¢ xai 
dacpara éruréumav Tra xadovpeva ‘Exaraia, xai wodAdxs airy peraBdr- 
Aav 7rd eddos, 5:6 cat "Eprovoav xaArcdioOa. ex quo patet et hunc sicut 
nostrum scholiastam Empusam ita vocavisse quasi év raoas popdais 
apparentem. ea propter pedem asininum dyvoxwAos vocabatur (cf. 
Cratetem ap. schol. Ran. 294) vel évooxeAls (schol. Lec. 1056). 

sed tempus maxime idoneum manibus sacrificando Anthesteriis 
fuit circa aequinoctium vernum celebratis.! et quoniam vero Hecate 
in numero deorum inferorum habebatur,? horum quidem rituum eam 
participem fuisse una cum Mercurio et Baccho® exspectandum est. 
porro his feriis manes quoque ex Orco visos esse constat ex Hesychio 
(S. prapai Hépar), qui hos taetros horridosque fuisse dies testatur 
Tov ‘AvOerrnpiavos pryves, év als ras yuxas Trav KaTotxonévuv dévat 
éddxovy. quibus omnibus expensis erat olim cum pro illo peonpBpias 
conicerem lonpepias. sed frustra, nam diem ipsum medium vulgo 
tempus horribile et taetrum creditum esse, me docuit Kittredgius 
praeceptor eruditissimus.*‘ 

cum autem Empusa, quae pedes habuit dispares alterum aeris 
alterum asini, et antiquitus et hodie cum monstro simili quae Lamia 
vocatur in mentibus hominum incultorum confusa sit,’ haec quoque 
hoc loco consideranda est. de Lamia enim fabula narratur schol. 
Pac. 758, Vesp. 1035 auctore Duride é& B AcBuxoy.  illi quidem Beli 


1 Theopomp. ap. schol. Ack. 1076, Ran. 218; Suid. Xérpa; cf. schol. Ach. 961, 
Suid. Kées. 

2 schol. Theocr. 2. 12. 

® schol. Ran. 218, Ack. 1076. 

‘ vid. B. Schmidt, Volksleben d. Neugriechen, pp. 94-96, p. 119, adn. 3; Frazer, 
G. B. i. 142 sq. eis quos illi de hac re adtulerunt locis adde hos a me compertos: 
schol. //. 11.84; £. M. (s. lepdy fyap); Serv. G. 4. 400; Hom. Od. 4. 450; Joh. 
Antioch. FHG. iv. 551. nec sane aliena est fabula a Diodoro (4. 22) de venatore 
quodam narrata. 

§ Philostr. Vst. Apollon. 4. 25, p. 165; B. Schmidt, op. cit. p. 133. 
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Libyaeque filiae a Iove amatae atque in Italiam, ubi nomen dedit 
urbi Lamiae, delatae pueros cum primum nascerentur omnes Iuno 
maligne interemisse fertur, adeo ut illa aliarum invidia feminarum 
adducta pueros his furto arreptos saevissime interficeret, atque in 
omne tempus fieret parvulis posthac formido terriculaque.! 

Lamia vero appellabatur poppodvceov (schol. Zz. 693) aut poppe 
(schol. Pac. 474),* quae etiam cum Gorgonibus vel sola Gorgo 
coniungebatur. nam ut illius domicilium fuisse dicitur Libya, sic 
Gorgonum, Xan. 477: TiOpdoros, rowos ris AcBins, da ai Topydves 
d&érpcBov (Ven.). noster quidem de hac re ab auctore scholiastae 
Ap. Rh. (4. 1515) et Ps.-Apollodori (2. 3. 4) plane differt, qui 
Hesiodum (Zheog. 270 sqq.) secutus Gorgones dixerat litus incolere 
Oceani occidentale, noster autem—haud dubie Didymus, cum 
eandem ap. schol. Pind. /. 10. 72 sententiam invenerimus — 
Euripidi (Bacch. 990) et Herodoto (2. gr) adstipulatus est.* de 
Perseo eiusque cum Gorgonibus certamine tacet noster, quamquam 
occasionem illius fabulae narrandae dedit poeta Zhesm. r1ox. 
historiam tamen videtur cognosse quam Ps.-Apollodorus (2. 7. 3)‘ 
tradit de Hercule, quem ait Gorgonis cirrum a Minerva donatum 
Aeropae® Cephei filiae dedisse, quo hostes illo absente conspectu 
conterritos averteret. quam historiam tacite scholiastam significare 
existimo £g. 1181: 4 TopyoAdda: 4 éx ris Kedarys ris Topyots riv 
mepixepadaiay ¢xovca. 

Hecates consimilis® alius genius vulgo ab hominibus metuebatur, 
qui somniantibus potissimum formidulose incubaret, qua re "E¢udArys, 
quasi 5 érernSav," dicebatur. nominis vero huius formas alias ali 
tradunt, id quod in verbo populari et quotidiano sermone usitato 
exspectandum erat. Hesychius enim voces memorat épéA7s, wheAys, 
drwpéAns, ipiaros, érdAAys. quarum vocum postremae simillimam 





1 cf. Diod. 20. 41; Suid. s. Adua; schol. Aristid. 3, p. 42, Dind. 

$ cf. schol. Plat. Gorg., p. 473 D. 

8 cf. Paus. 2. 21.6; Rosch. Gorgonen, p. 27, adn. 50. 

4 cf. Paus. 8. 47. 4. 

8 Suid. s. ITAd«xcow T'opyddos. 

© Strab.1,p.19: 9 re yap Adua pO6ds dors xal } Topyd xal "Egiddrys cal 4 
Moppondxn. 

7 Hesych. s.v.; cf. s. ériddns, ‘Iplados, wpédys. 
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profert Didymus apud schol. Vesp. 1038: qriados Td xpd Tov wuperod 
xpvos ... Aidupos 5€ dno, Sacpov ov HaeidAnv xai Tipuy xai Evdray 
xadovo.... hunc deum vel genium, quem febrem praebere crede- 
bant,! non diversum esse ab illis quos supra memoravi, docet Photius: 
Tidus:? 5 xaXovpevos éxidArys. quapropter hos genios variis ita 
nominibus praeditos non cum Hecate et Pane solum, sed etiam cum 
Aesculapio aliquid habuisse commune videmus ex Artemidoro (2. 34; 
cf. 2. 37): rav 88 émyewy [sc. dapcvwv] aicbryrot piv “Exdry xoi Tay 
kai “EdudArys xal "AoxAnms .. . of pav alaOyrot Geot poBuwv xai xuvdivev 
Kai TepioTdoewy elo OnpayTixoi’ Kai yap ped yudpayv exihepopevar Trav 
Tovrea airio xabiorayra. ex quo intellegitur et Aesculapium 
daemonem olim inimicum et nocentem esse habitum, qui sacris 
piandus esset.® illud quoque licet colligere, locis principio humilibus 
et palustribus, ubi e stagnis a sole excitati circa meridiem potissimum 
vapores pestiferi oriuntur, id diei tempus nocens horribileque credi- 
tum esse.‘ 

itidem Typho monstrum erat pestiferum, quem cum globus esset 
is densus ignis vel nubis e terra exhalatus (3 é€ dvaGvyidoews Tis yas 
avorpopy, Lys. 273, Lg. 511), e dea Terra’ genitum esse fingebant 
(Z¢. 511); quem magnopere veriti etiam di varias formas ut eum 
fugerent induebant (ibid.). huic turbine oriente ovis nigra immola- 
batur (Ran. 847). is quoque sicut Hydra, cuius pater ferebatur® esse, 
capita habebat centum (fac. 756). 

atque inter hunc geniorum numerum, ut supra apud Artemidorum 
vidimus, ipse reponendus est Pan, cui, utpote loca cum silvestria 
tum palustria incolenti sacra fuit syrinx (am. 231). de genere qui- 
dem Panis, quod tantum scriptoribus fabularum praebuit negotium’ 


1 cf. Cic. V. D. 3. 10. 24, 3. 25. 63. 

3 cf. s. "Haiddns: ércddns: 6 xeeryadlwy x6 riewwy. porro Suid. ii., p. 387, Bern- 
hardy; Zonar., p. 790; £. M. 434. 13; Eust. 561, 16, 1687. 51. 

= neque absurdum est fortasse eius nomen vetustum 7yrws cum illo #rlados 
comparare; £. Af. 434. 15. 

4 cf. in libris sacris Iudaicis (Ps. 91. 6), “the destruction that wasteth at noonday,” 
quod Graece sic versum est: dwd cuurruparos xal Sa:porlov pernuBpiv0b 
(B. Schmidt, op. cit. p. 96). 

5 cf. supra, p. 87. 

6 cf. Goettling ad Hes. 7heog. 313. 

7 schol. Eur. ii. p. 328, Schwartz. 
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nihil quaesiit scholiasta, qui tamen deum iuvenem et silvestrem 
et gregum tutorem novit (P/ut, 1050, 4u. 745). ac sicut Empusae 
pes asininus tribuebatur, similiter Pani hircinus.’ huic praeterea 
deo loca deserta incolenti, ubi ipso silentio mentes iter facientium 
metu solent perturbatae esse quodam, maximo cum tumultu strepitu- 
que se obviam ferebant (Zys. 2). 

restat ut de re satis recondita quae ad huius dei ingenium venera- 
tionemque meo quidem iudicio magnopere pertineat paucis disseram. 
exstat enim apud Suidam (Ss. éveporoAciy), qui ex archetypo ampliora 
quam scriba ad /Vwé. 16 conservavit, scholium quo discimus semen 
viris noctu emitti per vim geniorum esse creditum: 1d & dvepoocey 
[dicitur] éri ray atropdrws yornv (schol. ydvov) ddiévrwv, orep of 
épwroAnrro mdcxovow, 9 dro Bpwydrwv 7 dws Sacpovov evepyeias 
Touro macyovres.” hos genios vero cum Sirenibus coniungendos esse, 
easque esse species nocturnas, accurate ac copiose demonstravit 
Crusius.’ hae autem in genus Naiadum,‘ quae usque ad hunc diem 
nymphae esse a rusticis creduntur,’ item revocandae sunt, quae Pani 
super montes et per silvas vaganti comitentur.® deinde ex hac serie 
et quasi catena rationum, si quidem eam probe coniunxi, Panem 
quoque et Sirenes maximam affinitatem videmus inter se habuisse: 
quapropter ille quidem recte dicitur épwrixds (Zys. 911), quippe qui 
more Sirenum homines somniis decipit inani visu. hinc quoque 
qua ratione ille et Ephialtes connexi sint facile intellegitur; cf. 
Bekk. 4.1.42 #mdAns: 6 érurirrov cai épéprwv rots Kompopévors 
Saipwv.? 

quaerentibus nobis de obscuris Graecorum religionibus magnopere 


1 schol. Ran. 230. Didymus hic duplici -nodo illud xepoBdras interpretatur: 
vel quod cornu gerat vel quod rv Bdoww habeat xeparlyny, wep loropetra: ra xdrw 
rpdyou &ywy. putes igitur eundem similia commenta ad Rax. 293-294 de Empusa 
composuisse. 

3 cf. schol. Od. 22. 198. 

® Philol. 50, pp. 97 seqq- 

4 Ap. Rh. 4. 896; Ov. &. 5. 552. 

6 B. Schmidt, op. cit., p. 98. 

6 schol. Eur. Rhes. 36. 

7 praeterea hac de re cf. Ran. 475: pbpasva, Saluwr poBepd- rapa rd pbpecOas, 
quod verbum conlato Hesychio, qui uéporro per é8péxovro explicat, sensu obsceno 
haud dubie accipiendum est. 
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est dolendum quod commentarii illi copiosi in Aristophanem et 
Menandrum, a viris Alexandrinis conscripti, perierunt atque in 
omne tempus nobis amissi sunt. horum tamen testimonia de illa 
superstitione et timore erga heroas mortuosque, quem ii comici 
saepe adridebant,' hic illic etiam nunc apud scholiastam conservata 
offendimus. huc pertinet gravissimum scholium 4v. 1490 (Suid. 
"Opéoryns) quod ad Didymum una cum Zenobii loco (5. 60; cf. Suid. 
Oix civic), referendum est propterea quod utroque loco Menandri verba 
pariter citantur: of ypwes 8 Svodpyyro: Kal yaderol rots épredaLover 
yivovra, xabdrep Mévavipos év Suvepipas .. . dre dyabov yduov xepavos 
5 Oeds SBwor, 065’ ypwow eis rovro Sivapey, GAXr’ drromAnKrovs pay rrocety 
Svvavrar, To Se wheres ov Kéxryvrar. 8:0 pot Soxodar Kat of ra Fpwoa 
mapiovres ovyny exev, ws Mupriros év Trravdraci pyow. verba post 
illa Mévavdpos éy corrupta esse patet. recte supposuit Heringa 
LvvepynBors pro Xvvepipos; hiatus a Dindorfio indicatus. Schnee 
haec proponit :? dre dyaOov xaAdv re povos 5 Beds Sidworv, 005" ypwow 
els rovro Svvayis, quae tamen haud sufficiunt. nam rectissime dicitur 
xep@vos, id quod docet schol. Pac. 278: ra pvorypu. trav KaBeipor. 
Soxotor 82 of pepvnpeévor radra Sixasol re elvar xal éx Sewov oplerGar Kai 
éx xetpovwy (ubi Rav.: Soxotor 8 of pepvnpévos ratra ex roy Kaxdv 
oplerOar xai éx xecpemvwv). quae quoniam yxepovwv non proprie sed 
usitata dicitur translatione, poetam suggerunt aliquem.® equidem 
nescio an legendum sit: dyaov pev éx xepavos 5 Oeds déSwor, ut haec 
et quae insequuntur verba sic interpreter: deus quidem res dat 
prosperas e periculis et tempestate, heroibus autem hanc vim bene- 
volentiamque is non addidit. quam explanationem in eo cum 
ingeniis heroum credo consistere, quod ii usque nocentes et male- 
volentes habebantur, placationemque exigebant.* quin etiam in 
proverbium venerat, ut is qui humanitatem sibi vindicare vellet 
diceret ovx epi rovrwv trav #pdwv.© quam ob rem ne hos difficiles 
atque iracundos in se excitarent, homines delubra eorum noctu 
praetereuntes magno cum silentio iter faciebant, neque ultro eis 


1 cf. Rosch. s. Heros, p. 2479. 

2 Bestrage, p. 30. 

8 cf. Aesch. Prom. 1015. 

4 cf. schol. 7Zhesm. 1054: éx r&v Barubvwr 7a Ayn Eoxor. 
§ Suid. s.v.; Zenob. 5. 60. 
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audebant oculos conicere (4v. 1490, 1493).! nam quo modo heros 
poenas sumeret ab eis qui se violassent, docet Zenobius,’® qui de 
Anagyro heroe Attico haec narrat: rivts 58 A€yovor Gre 'Avdyvpos 
mpws yeyovery, doris rovs olxovs ray yerovowrwy aire éx Babpwv dre 
orpepey, éxrady 1rd yppov atrot bBpiou érexeipyoay. pépyyrat ravrys 
[h.e. ris wapotmias, "Avdyupoy xveiy] éy Avowrpary (v. 67).2 sed 
quoniam poetam memorat ipsum Zenobius, mihi quidem videtur haec 
a paroemiographo servata aut e Didymi commentariis in Lysistratam, 
qua re inter nostra scholia inferenda sint, aut e libro eius de pro- 
verbiis sumpta esse. eiusdem vero est scholium (4z. 1490) quod 
supra adtuli, si quidem ille pro Athenaei‘ auctore habendus est: 
nam ita cum nostro patet hunc (11. 461 B-C) cum re tum verbis 
convenire, ut varios utrique fontes vix fuisse dicas. atque Athenaeus 
quidem adfirmat se a Chamaeleonis Heracleota sumpsisse, ita tamen 
ut dubites, comparato 497 E, utrum ille an Theophrastus horum re 
vera auctor sit. 

atque eo magis metuebant heroas, quos in scaenam etiam Aeschy- 
lus inducebat saevos atque acerbos,* quod formis saepe horridis eos 
fingebant: id quod de Lyco quidem et poeta testatur ipse et 
scholiasta (Vesp. 821): ws Svopdpdov yeypappevov rod ypwos.® 

ubi vero in urbem pestilentia inciderat gravior, sacrificiis nonnun- 
quam per triginta dies factis heroas placabant, quod ex ipsa 
fallacia constat qua Athenienses Themistoclis ossa_ receperunt: 
Aoipwkdvrwv St "APyvaiwy 6 Oeds clwe peradyav ra doTa @epcroxdA<ovs. 
Mayvjtuv 82 py) ovyxwpovvruy, yrycavro éxi Xr’ nuépas évayion THe Tady. 
Kal meptoxyvwcavTes TO xwpiov AadOpa KopiLovow dyopigayvres Ta dora 
(Z9. 84). quibus sacris votisque genius ante malevolus saepe 
benignus fiebat, ut de Theseo a nostro narratur Pluf. 627. 

ac talis genius Aesculapius quoque videtur olim fuisse, qui tristis 
antea nocensque, ut omen averteretur, #mos appellatus est.’ huic 
igitur sicut aliis heroibus angues fuisse sacros testatur Plus. 733: 


1 cf. Rosch., p. 2478. 

212. 58; cf. Apostol. 9. 79; Suid. s. Avayupdows. 

8 cf. p. 144. 4 Christ, p. 540. 
5 schol. Ran. 837: dyplous elod-yorra cal wyuods rods npwas. 

6 cf. Harpocr. dexdtwx, Suid. Adxoy eldes. 

7 vid. pp. 154, 161 adn, 3. 
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Kowwas piv Kai rots dAAows ypwor Spaxovres waperiGerro, efapérws St Te 
’"AgxAymp. et omnibus heroibus ut infernis cena illa tertio Anthes- 
teriorum die dedicabatur;! qui deinde placati et benigni redditi 
dvaxes, id est cwrjpes vel servatores, invocabantur.* quapropter 
etiam lectisterniis celebrabantur, quae Graece Oeofma vel féna 
appellantur; cuius rei testis est schol. Pind. Vem. 2. 19: da ripys 
Fyov of ’A@yvaion rév Alayra os (=wore) py povov Alayrida puvAjv dxo- 
Seif, GAAa nai xAlvnv airg@ pera wavorArias xaraxocpeiv, quod 
adtuli ad aliud scholium illustrandum (Vesp. 823): elyov S& xat oi 
ypwes wavorXiay, itaque carmina quae scolia dicuntur in certos 
heroas canebant Aiacem Telamonium et Admetum.’ ante convivium 
mensis iam sublatis primum boni genii bibebant poculum, ut tes- 
tantur Theopompus Apollodorusque apud schol. Vesp. 525 (cf. £¢. 85, 
Pac. 300); eundemque genium partim ioco partim ominis causa 
secundi dicit poeta Hpapnov Ey. 107, Ax’ Exe riv Tov Saipoves rov 
wpayviov, ubi unus quidem scholiasta explicat rot xpooyvois,* eadem 
ratione qua Aesculapius yrs dicebatur. 





Iam habes fere quae mihi de his rebus disserenda esse putarem. 
verum quod ad summam argumenti adtinet de scholiastae auctoribus, 
haec habeo quae breviter repetam. scholia perscrutati ad deos 
pertinentia auctoritatem habuisse vidimus maximam Didymum, qui 
non palam nominatur solum, sed eo quoque deprenditur, quod 
permulta invenimus scholia valde eorum similia quae in Homerum, 
Pindarum, Sophoclem, Euripidem ab illo scripta sunt,> permulta 
etiam cum Athenaeo proverbiorumque scriptoribus cognata. quin 
equidem vehementer dubito an fabulas notitiasque deorum apud 
scholiastam repertas ad grammaticum ultra eum quemquam tuto 
referre possimus, quamvis insolenter sane evenerit ut Euphronius 
grammaticus antiquissimus® de dis quaesisse videatur (pp. 87, 108, 


1 schol. Lys. 612; cf. Ack. 961. 2 schol. Eur. App. 88; Plut. hes. 33. 

8 schol. Ach. 980, Vesp. 1239; Suid. Ovdéror’ yw, IIidporos; Athen. 15, p. 695 C. 

4 haec interpretatio non est Didymi; cf. Athen. 1, p. 30 D. 

6 et Platonis scholia invenimus interdum ex eodem fonte nata (pp. 87, 126, 141, 
147, 160). — ceterum cave ne nimia de dis quae scholiasta servavit Symmacho 
attribueris, qui persaepe Didymea pro suis venditavit. Schmidt, p. 296. 

6 eius discipulus fuit Aristophanes; vid. Schmidt, pp. 294, 295; Susemihl i. 281. 
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123). ceteri autem praeter Didymum grammatici plerumque tantum 
ad verba singula explananda laudati sunt ; hique ab interpretationibus 
quibus fabulares historiae intersint nonnunquam velut abhorrent, dum 
modo alia ratione verba liceat poetae explicare (pp. 114, 116, 125). 

sed Didymus, etiam si grammaticos aetate superiores non con- 
suluerit de his rebus, aliis profecto nisus est subsidiis. atque nos, 
conlatis scholiis nostris cum Ps.-Apollodoro, scholiasta Apollonii, 
Diodoro, levia quaedam indicia nancti sumus quibus in eam indu- 
cimur opinionem, Didymum legisse eorum auctorem communem 
Dionysium (pp. 101, 111, 121, 127, 130, 141, 144, 145). atque hoc 
quoque observandum, similitudines has graviores pondere esse quam 
discrepantias (pp. 89, 111, 147). longo autem post Didymum tem- 
pore in scholia inlata ea sunt quae e Ps.-Apollodoro fideliter exscripta 
servantur (pp. 127, 145, 148), sicut quaedam e Cornuto sumpta 
(pp. 92, 127; cf. 103). praeterea Didymus usus est Apollodoro 
(pp. 9°, 92, 100, 108, 109, 121, 126, 129, 130, 137, 154, 157; Cf. 
Ran. 330); historicis (pp. 96, 100, 103, 112, 116, 118, 123, 135, 137); 
Aristotele (pp. 98, 99); rerum scriptoribus Atticarum (pp. 128, 139, 
141, 143, 144) quos secutus est Istrus (pp. 112, 139, 142, 143, 151); 
Polemone (91); Anticlide (96); raro poetis epicis (pp. 137 8q., 146); 
denique tragicis saepissime (cf. p. 135). 


HT AS A MUTE IN LATIN. 
By E. S. SHELDON. 


HY did the Latin grammarians count # as one of the 

mutes? As this doubtless goes back to a time before 4 had 
universally or prevailingly ceased to be pronounced at all, we cannot 
admit the somewhat punning answer that it was because 4 was 
really mute or silent, expressing no sound. Perhaps the explanation 
is rather to be found by considering the nature of the sound itself. 
As a mere breathing 4 had no clear and distinct sound which could 
be prolonged and easily recognized as an element of speech like 
J or s; if it was prolonged, the result was only almost inaudible 
breath, and its effect as a consonant was plainly noticeable only 
when a vowel immediately followed, so as to produce a contrast 
between unvoiced breath and voice.’ It was accordingly perceptible 
merely as a Vocaleinsatz (see Sievers, Phonetsh, 4thed., cap. 17, p. 138 ff.), 
and as such gave the effect of a momentary consonant, and was 
classed with the other momentary consonants, the mufae, rather 
than with the continuous consonants, the semivocales. Like the 
former it was regularly accompanied by a vowel, and probably 
seemed to the Roman grammarians as unpronounceable without a 
vowel as 4, ¢, d, etc. Having the letter in common use they had to 
class it either as a mufa or as a semivocalis, and could not altogether 
ignore this speech-sound in their classification of the letters, as the 
Greek grammarians could and did. The Latin classification may 
have been influenced, however, also by the fact that the Greek 


1 In this connection I may note that some nineteen or twenty years ago, while 
speaking with a German student at the University of Berlin, I illustrated to him 
the untrilled English r by pronouncing it without voice and alone. He said he 
heard nothing. Yet the breath rustle was probably more audible than that of 4, 
and he would not have failed to hear an r before a vowel in my English pro- 
nunciation. His own 7 was trilled with the tip of the tongue. 
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aspirates, ¢, 9, x, represented in Latin spelling by A, th, ch, were 
usually classed among the mutes, and I will not omit to add that by 
counting 4 as a mute the Latin grammarians brought their number 
of mutae up to nine (4, ¢, @, g, 4, , ~, g, ¢), the number recognized 
for Greek. 
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Achilles, 145. 
Adonis feriae, 90. 
Aesculapius, 152 ff., 164. 


Aethiopica of Heliodorus, stage-terms 


in, 1 ff. 
Aiax Oilei, 146. 
Aiax Telamonius, 146. 
Alectryon, 105. 
Amor, 84. 
Amphictyones, 103. 
Anagyrus, 144 f., 164. 
dvayxatby dori, case after, 55. 
Anthesteria, 159. 
Aphrodite, 88. 
Apollo, 96 ff. 
Apollodorus, used by Didymus, 166. 
*Aparthpry, 141. 
‘Apns, 104. 
argumentum, meaning of, 18. 
Argus, I17. 
Aristaeus, 01. 
Aristarchus, 83. 
Aristophanes, Scholia, 83 ff. 
Aristotle, used by Didymus, 166. 
Artemis, 105 ff. 
Articulation, nature of, 58. 
*"Acxdnweds, 152 ff., 164. 
dopdrdewos (Poseidon), 120. 
Athamas, 147. 
Athene, 110 ff. 
Atthidographi, 139, 141 f. 
Attic legends, 141 ff. 
Avernus, lake, 134. 


Bacchae of Euripides, notes on, 45 ff. 


Bacchus, 129 ff. 

Bear in rites of Artemis, 107. 
Boehm, on cottabus, 73 ff. 
Brauronia, 106. 


Callistratus, used by scholiasts, 83 f. 

Castor and Pollux, 149 f. 

Cebriones, 89. 

Cecrops, 143 f. 

Celeus, 128. 

Ceres, 126 f. 

Chaos, 84. 

Characters in ancient novels, 16. 

XeAGvas EvAivas, OI. 

xenoroudGea, meaning, 16. 

Cimmerii, 134. 

Combinations, possible as initial, 66. 

Consonants assimilated, 65. 

Corybantes, 126. 

Cottabus, game of, 73 ff. 
experiments with, 81. 

cp, not making position, 68. 

crambe, 131. 

Curetes, 126. 

Curtain in Greek Theatre, 26. 

Cybele, 86. 

Cyllene, mountain, 116. 


Dead, worship of, 156. 
Demeter, 126 ff. 
Di antiquissims, 84 ff. 
infers, 126 £. 
olym pis, 88 £. 
Didymus, 83 ff. 
chief authority of Scholia, 165. 
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dinyhuara, meaning of, 18. 
rhetorical term, 3. 
Dieuchidas, 100. 
dccanxd, meaning, 19. 
Dionysius Scytobrachion, 166. 
A:dvveos, 129 f. 
Dis, 127. 
Double consonants, 60. 
treated as single, 64. 
8paua, meaning and use of, 2 ff. 
in Achilles Tatius, 8. 
in Chariton, 14. 
in Eustathius, 11. 
in Heliodorus, 3. 
in Photius, 16. 
in Plato, 15. 
in late literature, 15. 
in Theodorus Prodromus, 14. 
Dramatic, ancient meaning, 15. 
Dramatic feeling of Heliodorus, 1. 
Spaparicd, meaning, 19. 
Spazaricéy, 18. ; 
Dramatists, references to in Heliodo- 
rus, I. 


EARLE, M. L., Notes on the Bacchae of 
Euripides, 46 ff. 
Early Latin Prosody, 57 ff. 
Elements of speech, how combined, 59. 
Eleusinian Mysteries, light in, 37. 
Emendations. Eur. Bacck. (13-24) 45 3 
(tor f.), 46; (126), 46; (150), 46; 
(210 £.), 473 (440), 475 (460 f.), 
48 ; (688), 48 ; (1088), 48. 
Diog. Laert. (ii 46), 99. 
Hesychius, 138. 
Lysias (vii 39), 49; (xvi 6), 49. 
Phot. Lex. 103. 
Schol. Aristoph. (4ch. 510), 120; 
(Ach. 682), 120; (Av. 1490), 163; 
(Z9. 84), 109; (Z¢. 566), 133; 
(Lys. 645), 106; (Pac. 1126), 125; 
(Plut. 604), 102; (Piut. 686), 153; 
(Ran. 1033), 128; (Ran. Argum.), 


General Index. 


Emendations — continued. 
99; (Zhesm. 899), 141; (Vesp. 
1239), 143. 
Empusa, 158. 
éralrws, meaning, 49. 
érewrxuxhéw, 38. 
érewsbdior, 39. 
"EqidArns, ‘Egédns, 160. 
"Hriddns, 160 f. 
Epic poets, used by Didymus, 166. 
ars (Asclepius), 154, 161, 164. 
éxiordrns, 113. 
érirpaypséw, 40. 
"Epuvdes, 135 f. 
"Epws, 84. 
est, shortened, 64. 
Eumenides, 135 f. 
Euphronius, 83, 165. 
Euripides’ Bacchae, notes on, 45 ff. 
Experiments with cottabus, 81. 


Jabula, meaning, 18. 
Fabulae Atticae, 141 ff. 
Flute-player, position of, 27. 
Furies, 135- 


Genetyllis, 94. 

Gorgo, Gorgones, 144, 160. 

Graces, 195. 

GREENOUGH, J. B., Early Latin Pro- 
sody, 57 ff. 

Gutick, C. B., De Scholiis Aristopha- 
neis, 83 ff. 


hk as mute in Latin, 167 f. 

“Acdns, 133 ff. 

Halirrhothius, 121. 

HAYLEY, H. W., The xérraBos xaraxrés, 
73 ff. 

Hecate, 156 ff. 

éxdraa, éxarata, 157 ff. 

Heliodorus’s Aethiopica, stage-terms 
in, 1 ff. 

date of, 2. 
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"Hoawros, 113 ff., 125. Long vowel shortened and s suppressed, 
“Hoa, 122 ff. 63. 


Hercules, 1 36 ff. 

Hermes, 115 ff. 

Heroes, 145 ff. 

‘Eorla, 118 ff. 

lepds ydyos, 125. 

historta, meaning, 18. 

loropla:, meaning, 16. 

Historians, used by Didymus, 166. 
loropixéy, = historia, 18. 

vor hp, sacrifice, 92. 


Tapetus, 84. 

Icarius, 132. 

Infernal regions, descents to, 133. 
Io, 117. 


Juno, 122 ff. 
Jupiter, 122 ff. 


Kadvcyéveca, 120. 

Kavanh, Kavaxy, 147. 
xara:Bdrns, meaning, 124, 154. 
Kwrids, 94. 

xwpuxds, 41. 

xwopipdla, 7, 41. 

Képn, 126 fff. 

xorrafeta, with movable rod, 74. 
xérraBos 3.” dfuBdowy, 7 3. 
xérrafos xaraxrés, 73 ff. 
xouporpédos, 118, 129, 157. 
Kpévo, foolish old men, 86. 


Lais, killed by Thracians, 91. 

Lamia, 1509 f. 

Aauwddioy, mask, 35. 

Aapwddior Spduaros, 30. 

Lemnian women, 114. 

Aevxoppu}yn (Artemis), 109. 

Liquid before mute, not making posi- 
tion, 68. 

Long syllables shortened in early Latin, 


58. 


éxews Apollo, 97. 
Luxuria in Trinummus, 129. 
Lysias, notes on, 49 ff. 

XII, when delivered, 50. 


pdvns of cottabus, 7 3, 77 ff. 

Masks in MSS. of Terence, 34. 
Pompeian, 36. 

unxarh in theatre, 43. 

Medea and Jason, 147. 

Midday demon, 158. 

Miniatures in MSS. of Terence, 34. 

MorcGaN, M.H., Notes on Lysias, 49 ff. 

Hop, poppodixeov, 160. 

pvOixd, meaning, 19. 

uvOxby, = fabula, 18. 

pi60s, u000, meaning, 7, 19. 

puxla (Aphrodite), 95. 

Mysteries, Eleusinian, rites in, 37. 


narvatio, meaning, 18. 
Neptune, 119 ff. 

Nox, 84. 

Nysa in Arabia, 130. 


Oeneus, 148. 

olxéras, ixéra:, 120, 135. 
Olives sacred to Athena, I11. 
NpéArns, 160. 


wadid dy Nexdyp, 7 3. 

Pan, 117, 161 f. 

Pastures sacred to Apollo, 96. 
wd6os, meaning, 5. 

Peleus, 145. 

wém)os, 113. 

Phainus, 83. 

Phidias’s statue of Aphrodite, go. 
Philomela, 144. 

Phormio, miniatures in MSS. of, 36. 
wracuariud, meaning, 19. 
widorvyé of cottabus, 73 ff. 
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ee Hetawdores’s Aethiopica, | 


Sai long by. nature shortened, 58. 
Vatican, 113 ff. 


WaLpen, J. W. H., Stage-terms in 
Heliodorus, 1 ff. 
Wolf and Apollo, 97. 


Zeus, 122 ff. 


| Zeuxis, picture of Aphrodite, go. 


INDEX OF IMPORTANT CITATIONS. 


Achill. Tat. (i, 3), 8; (i, 8), 8; (i, 9), 83 
(i, 10), 10; (ii, 28), 10; (ili, 23), 
10; (V, 3)» 93 (Vs 5), 83 (vis 3), 95 





(vi, 16), 10; (viii, 5), 9; (viii, 9), | 


9; (viii, 10), 9; (vili, 15), 9. 
Anon. (Walz. Ret. i, p. 128), 20. 
Antiphanes (ii, 33 Kock), 77. 

Aphthon. (Speng. Pez. ii, p. 22), 20. 
Apuleius, Jet. (xi, 23), 37. 
Aristoph. Av. (1556), 158. 
Pax (1240), 75- 
Artemidorus (ii, 34), 161. 
Athenaeus (487¢), 79; (666¢), 74; (667°), 
73 78, 80. 


Chariton (i, 4), 14; (iv, 4), 14. 
Cicero, /nv. (i, 19, 27), 21. 
Clemens, Alex., Protr. (p. 9), 37- 
Cornutus, A’. D. (24), 92. 


Diodorus (iv, 68), 122. 


Eurip. Bacch. (13 ff.), 45; (torf.), 46; 
(126), 46; (150), 46; (193), 46; 
(210f.), 475 (440), 47; (460f.), 48; 
(688), 48; (1088 £.), 48. 

Eustathius (p. 1053, §5), IIS. 

Eustath. (Erot.), (ii, 6), 17 (v, 10), 11; 
(vi, 13), 123 (vi, 16), 12; (vii, 3), 
12; (vill, 11), 12; (viii, 14), 12; 
(ix, 10), 12. 


Heliodorus, Acth., Bekker’s pages; (4), 
26, 30; (6), 6, 40; (11), 41; (41), 


Heliodorus — continued. 
41; (48), 6, 30, 40; (62), 6, 41; 
(63), 38, 393 (69), 5, 403 (77), 26; 
(129), 4, 30, 405 (135), 275 (168), 
5» 303 (172), 65 (175), 303 (185), 
4, 40; (186), 39; (187), 40, 41, 425 
(194), 41; (244), 38; (249), 26; 
(259)) 415 (289), 425 (319), 30, 
4!. 

Hermogenes (p. 4, Speng.), 20; (p. 420), 
23 


Inscriptions, C/A. iii (290), 152. 


Lysias (vii, 39), 49; (xii, 16), 52; (xii, 44), 
533 (xii, 60), 53; (xii, 65), 543 
(xii, 77), 543 (xvi, 6), 553 (xvi, 7) 
55: 


Martian. Capell. V. (p. 185), 20. 
Matth. Cam. (Walz. Ret. i. p. 122), 20. 


Nicolaus (Speng. Ret. ITT. p. 455), 18, 
23. 


Pausanias (i, 14, 7), 89. 
Philostratus, Vit. Ap. (vi, 11), 39. 
Plutarch, An Seni (9), 32. 

de Profect. (ro), 37. 
Pollux (iv, 151), 31. 
Priscian, Pr. Rhet. (2), 21. 
Propertius (iv, 12, 46), 33 


Quintilian (ii, 4, 2), 18. 
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74 Index of Important Citations. 


cholia Aristoph. Ach. (418), 148: 
(510), 120; (682), 120; (708), 
128 ; (793). 915 (992), 89. 


Av. (386), 144; (369), 97; (436), 


1133 (465), 1373 (471), 87; 
(553)» 89; (645), 144; (695), 
150; (873), 108; (877), 86; 
(933), 146; (1251), 88; (1490), 
163 f.; (1527), 98. 

Ecel. (1029), 138. 

Equit. (84), 109 ; (297), 116; (539) 
131; (566), 112; (698), 127; 
(700), 132; (894), 101; (1056), 
146; (1181), 160; (1312), 142; 
(1321), 147. 

Lys. (2), 93; (138), 121; (299), 
1145 (443), 109; (447), 112; 
(645), 106; (785), 148; (911); 
162; (1299), 110. 

Nub. (16), 162; (52), 93, 943 (133), 
102; (144), 96 ; (247), 85 ’ (257), 
147 ; (508), 154 ff.; (566), 119; 
(623), 103; (749), 148; (989), 
110; (1005), 1213 (1006), 151; 
(1050), 137 5 (1063), 145; (1068), 
1453 (1371), 1473 (1468), 123. 

Pax (40), 92; (41), 953 (42), 124; 
(277), 1573 (289), 148; (410), 100; 
(457), 1045 (758), 1593 (925). 1375 
(1126), 125; (1244), 73, 78 f. 

Plut. (8), 103; (39), 103 f.; (210), 


Scholia Aristoph. — continued. 


150; (303), 1493 (594), 157; (604), | 
102; (627), 142; (639), 1535 (686), 
152; (690), 152; (701), 1533 (733), 
164; (773),1433 (845),151; (1013), 
139; (1021), 1335 (1127), 1393 
(1161), 116. 

Ran. Argum. 99; (216), 130; (293), 
158; (324), 129; (366), 1575 (475)» 
134; (477), 144, 160; (S01), 1393 
(849), 142, 147; (1033), 128; 
(1238), 148 ; (1266), 116; (1356), 
106. 

Thesm. (298), 129; (299), 118; 
(899), 141; (977), I15- 

Vesp. (313), 141; (438), 143; (804), 
157; (846), 118; (1035), 159; 
(1038), 161 ; (1239), 1435 (1271), 
140; (1438), 127. 


Scholia, Lucian Zezx. (3), 73, 78. 


Pind. Nem. (x, 96), 116. 
Pyth, (ii, 18), 116. 
Plat. Euthyd. (291 4), 87 
Soph. P&il. (391 ff.), 86. 
Theocr. (vii, 23), 87. 


Serv. in Georg. (i, 18), 121. 
Sextus Empir. AZa¢h. (i, 252), 20. 
Sophocles (frag. 494 N.), 79. 


Themistius, Or. (xx, 235), 37: 
ap. Stob. Flor. (120), 37. 
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